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Communist regime in what was both
an end to legal free opposition to them
and a classic case of their callous disre-
gard for world opinion. When Nikola
Petkov was murdered for his political
beliefs a martyr was created against the
tyranny which has been ruthlessly forced
upon the Bulgarian people. His death
was neither the first nor the last of men
and women who sought to bring liberty
and democracy to Bulgaria. But the
nature of his trial and his gallant per-
formance during it are an example of
the hard and dangerous task which must
be faced in fighting oppression.

Nikola Petkov was accused of no crimes
except opposing the creation of a Com-
munist satellite in his native land. He
undoubtedly was put under great pres-
sure to confess his sins as did so many
others in Eastern Europe during those
terrible days when Communist rule was
being established. But he never yielded.
He never confessed to the trumped-up
charges by which he was being railroaded
to his legal death. The manner of con-
ducting his trial is worthy of our remem-
bering. People testified to lies against
him. His witnesses were intimidated.
His lawyers were arrested as soon as he
chose them. He was only brought to trial
because the Communist-dominated as-
sembly voted to deprive him of his par-
liamentary immunity. Convicted by a
kangaroo court he was hanged on Sep-
tember 23, 1947, in what was a horrible
warning to all opposition to Communist
tyranny in Eastern Europe.

The Bulgarian people, Mr. Speaker,
will not forget the example set by Nikola
Petkov. Nor should those of us who are
more fortunate in living in free lands.
Like so many others he had the courage
to fight for a better way of life for his
nation. He must have known that all the
high cards were held by his ruthless op-
ponents. The examples of countless
other political murders of his country-
men were fresh. But, while knowing the
fate in store for him, he led the last free
opposition to the complete Red take-
over. On this day of national memorial
for the Bulgarian nation, it is fitting that
we should remember that the hope for a
free democratic Bulgaria was made
brighter because a man was willing to
die for his people’s cause. I wish to ex-
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tend my best wishes to the Bulgarian
people on this day dedicated to one of
their national heroes.

Latins Want Change—Not Communism

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ROBERT L. LEGGETT

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, September 21, 1965

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve it unfortunate that House Reso-
lution 560 was presented on the floor
vesterday. The House resolution ac-
cording to its terms states that:

Any subversive threat (of communism)
violates the Monroe Doctrine and any con-
tracting party (country) to the Inter-Ameri-
can Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance may re-
sort to armed force to forestall and combat
control and colonlzation (by communism).

A few words have been omitted from
the quoted purpose, but the sense is ap-
parently clear.

Certainly the United States should
have learned some things from recent
diplomatic history. We have won many
friends in Latin America in modern
times, probably really beginning with the
F.D.R. “good neighbor" policy and the
enactment of the Reciprocal Trade
Treaties. This friendship has flourished
from time to time and reached its cul-
mination in the Organization of Ameri-
can States and the Alliance for Progress
programs. Many in the Latin world are
true friends of America. Of others, their
friendship has been dulled by lack of
substantial Latin American progress in
spite of the largest hemispheric aid pro-
gram in history.

Many in Latin America want change.
They resort to communism in Chile
where 24 percent are registered in that
party, not because of Russian sub-
marines off the coast or parachuting Red
Chinese infiltrators, but because 600,000
people can't live like animals in Santiago
seeing much of the aid money go into
military weapons and being filtered off
at the top by the 100 ruling families.
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The Alliance for Progress in Latin
America should be aimed at short circuit-
ing the military juntas and selfish power
blocks wherever possible in an all out
effort to effectuate “change” at the grass-
roots by helping plain people to better
their standard of living. During the
last year we have helped Socialist Presi-
dent Frei of Chile take steps to effect
“change’”—he has the vision and the
power to stop eommunism in its tracks.

Our fine relations with the Chilean
people were slightly confounded with our
entry into the Dominican Republic—not
because Chile is for communism but be-
cause she resented the interference in the
affairs of a sovereign state where a clear
case of outside intervention was not made
out in violation of the Monroe Doctrine.

This is much like in a criminal case
when the court throws out an indictment
based on unlawful search and seizure.
The court takes the action not because it
favors the criminal, but because the Bill
of Rights is paramount. Irrespective, I
think the Dominican Republic action can
be rationalized in defense of the admin-
istration, especially with the action by
the OAS.

When the Congress then passes House
Resolution 560 which would appear to
lock in concrete Dominican Republic-
type policy for the future—a policy of
force for the United States or any of the
Americas based on a fragmentary
threat—it is readily foreseeable that
America will be further embarrassed in
it:er relationship with her “good neigh-

ors.”

If we then confound this by establish-
ing quotas on hemispheric immigration
to protect ourselves from hemispheric
Communists, we will, in fact, lay the
cornerstone for chaos in the Americas for
the balance of the 20th century.

To tell any Latin dictator that he can
forcibly meddle, with our approval, in
the affairs of his neighbor that may or
may not have a substantial Communist
Party on the theory that he is foreibly
suppressing a Communist threat, can
only have the effect of, in fact, stimulat-
ing the forces of communism and dimin-
ishing American stature on these conti-
nents.

A Birch-type philosophy does not work
in the United States. Why should it work
outside?
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The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., used this verse of Scripture; Psalms
95:2: Let us come into His presence with
thanksgiving.

Almighty God, during the hours of the
new day, may we be aware of Thy pres-
ence, filling our minds and hearts with
Thy peace and power and may Thy love
always be with us to guard and guide us
in the ways which are well pleasing unto
Thee.

May we feel how solemn and wonderful
it is to live daily under Thy kind and

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

beneficent providence which will never
leave us uncared for and unprotected and
unnourished.

Grant that our whole life may be a
pursuit of the best not only for ourselves
but especially also for the needy members
of the human family who may be finding
the struggle of life so very difficult.

In these strange times when confused
cries are echoing through the world, may
we hear and heed Thy voice proclaiming
the eternal values and bidding us to be
strong and steadfast in the faith.

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

HR.2414. An act to authorize the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs to convey
certain lands situated in the State of Oregon
to the city of Roseburg, Oreg.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
9221) entitled “An act making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and
for other purposes.”
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The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to Senate amendments Nos. 8, 10,
24, 62.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
8715) entitled “An act to authorize a
contribution by the United States to the
International Committee of the Red
Cross.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
10323) entitled “An act making appro-
priations for military construction for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1966, and for other
purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (S. 4) en-
titled “An act to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as
amended, to establish the Federal Water
Pollution Control Administration, to
provide grants for research and develop-
ment, to increase grants for construction
of municipal sewage treatment works,
to authorize the establishment of stand-
ards of water quality to aid in prevent-
ing, controlling, and abating pollution of
interstate waters, and for other pur-
poses.”

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

5. 1367. An act to revise existing bail prac-
tices In courts of the United States, and for

other purposes;

B, 1768. An act to provide for the right of
persons to be represented in matters before
Federal agencies; and

S.1826. An act to amend title V of the In-
ternational Claims Settlement Act of 1949
relating to certain clalms against the Gov-
ernment of Cuba.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker,
on September 7, I was necessarily absent
because of a death in my family and I
missed certain rolleall votes. I would
like to have the Recorp indicate my posi-
tion on each of these issues. Had I been
present I would have voted as follows:

H.R. 8439, motion to table previous
motion on H.R. 8439, rollcall No. 262:
“Yea.”

H.R. 10775, rolleall No. 263: “Yea.”

H.R. 168, rollcall No. 264: “Yea.”

Senate Joint Resolution 102, rolleall
No. 265: “Yea."”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, Members
of Congress have some family responsi-
bilities from time to time. On Monday
last I found it necessary to take a
daughter to college in the Speaker’s
State. As a result thereof, I missed roll-
calls 309 and 310.
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Mr. Speaker, had I been present I
would have voted “yea” in each instance.

Mr, Speaker, I wish the Recorp to so
indicate.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr, ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move &
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 314]

Anderson, Ill. Foley O'Hara, I11,
Andrews, Frelinghuysen Passman

George W. Giaimo Redlin
Andrews, Hanna Resnick

Glenn Harris Roosevelt
Ashley Herlong Scott
Ayres Hicks Senner
Bolton Holifield Springer
Bonner Holland Stephens
Bow Hosmer Stratton
Brock Johnson, Okla. Tenzer
Burton, Utah Lindsay Thomas
Colmer McEwen Thompson, Tex.
Dickinson Martin, Ala. Toll
Diggs Martin, Mass. Watson
Dow Miller Willis
Farnsley Moorhead
Fino O’'Brien

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 378
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum,

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with. v

RIVERS, HARBORS, AND FLOOD
CONTROL

Mr. BLATNIK, Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (S. 2300) authoriz-
ing the construction, repair, and preser-
vation of certain public works on rivers
and harbors for navigation, flood control,
and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill S. 2300, with Mr.
RosTEnkowskI in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday the Clerk had read
through title IT of the committee sub-
stitute, ending on line 24, page 77.

Are there further amendments to title
II?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, NELSEN

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr NELsEN: On
page 68, after line 22 insert the following new
section:

“Sgc, 207. That the project for flood pro-
tection on the Minnesota River at Mankato
and North Mankato, Minnesota, authorized
in section 2083 of the Flood Control Act of
1958 (Public Law 85-500, 72 Stat. 297) is
hereby modified to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to credit local interests agalnst
their required contribution to such project
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for any work done by such interests on such
project after April 1, 1965, if he approves
such work as being in accordance with such
project as authorized.”

Renumber succeeding sections and refer-
ence thereto accordingly.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I hope
my colleague from Minnesota [Mr. BLAT-
ni1x] will give me his attention. I re-
ceived a call from the Bureau of the
Budget and it was called to my atten-
tion that the last several lines of my orig-
inal amendment were objected to. How-
ever, the first part of it—the amendment
that was discussed yesterday—was found
to be satisfactory and a precedent did
exist similar to it.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. Yes; I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, in or-
der to save time, the committee is fully
familiar with the project about which
the gentleman speaks, as the gentleman
knows, and is most sympathetic.

Do we have it correctly understood
that in the gentlemen’s amendment he
is dropping and deleting the originally
proposed latter part which deals with
the excess cost, in case of excess, of re-
quired local contributions and the Sec-
retary of the Army be authorized to
reimburse such local interests for all
amounts in excess of such required con-
tributions?

Do I understand the gentleman is de-
leting that language in his proposed
amendment?

Mr. NELSEN. Yes; in keeping with
the request of the Bureau of the Budget
I have deleted this part. I hope the first
part will cover it. I realize that it would
be unwise to press for something un-
acceptable to the committee and I thank
the gentleman from Minnesota for his
concurrence in the amendment.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, we ac-
cept the amendment as the gentleman
presents it, which omits the point that
had been giving us difficulties. The
amendment is satisfactory and the com-
mittee agrees to it.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I would be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. Would the gentleman
indicate what language is being strick-
en?

Mr. NELSEN. The language which
appears in the middle of the paragraph
beginning with “if the costs to local in-
terests"—and then from there on strike
the rest of the original amendment.

Mr. CRAMER. If the gentleman will
yield further, the gentleman’s request
conforms then to the type of action our
committee has taken in other instances
in a similar situation and does not thus
give preference to this project over other
projects?

Mr. NELSEN. It is my understanding
there is a precedent for this and I believe
it is fully justified. I am sure there
will be no objection in the Congress to
later coming through with the necessary
appropriations for the project.

Mr. CRAMER. I want to say to the
gentleman that he made a most con-
vincing presentation yesterday on the
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floor of the House. I consider this a
most unique situation relative to this
project and for that reason insofar as
this side of the aisle is concerned we too
accept the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment of the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, as the
Representative of a district plagued by
a persistent drought, I certainly hope
that the Congress on ultimate passage
will retain title I which deals with
the problem of water supply in the
northeastern part of our Nation. I urge
my colleagues in this House as well as
the other body not to abandon a vitally
important section of our country to the
vagaries of unpredictable nature.

As paradoxical as it may sound, the
provision in the bill may at the same time
solve the problem of the water shortage
which is haunting us now and the prob-
lem of floods which has vexed us in the
past.

By allowing the U.S. Army Engineers
to plan for the construction, operation,
and maintenance of major reservoirs by
the United States, we will be taking a
giant step forward in the age-old battle
against the devastation of the elements.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BALDWIN

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BALowin: Page
58, line 13, strike out *$133,648,000" and all
that follows down through and including the
period on line 2 of page 59, and insert in
lieu thereof the following: "“$88,402,000, ex-
cept that pump storage power development
is not authorized to be constructed at such
project.”

Mr., BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would make a modification
in the project which is authorized on
page 58 of the bill, called the Rowlesburg
Dam and Reservoir, Cheat River, W. Va.
This would simply eliminate the author-
ization to build a public power facility
as a portion of this project. The project
is economically feasible without it. The
flood control aspects and the construe-
tion of a flood control reservoir are eco-
nomically feasible without the public
power facility. This would simply strike
that facility.

I think it is important to note that an
application has been pending before the
Federal Power Commission by a public
utility in the area, the Monongahela
Power Co., for a permit to construct a
powerplant on this river in this general
location. Not only has this application
been pending before the Federal Power
Commission but since our hearings in the
last month the Federal Power Commis-
sion has issued an order. I hold a copy
of it in my hand. This relates to the Mo-
nongahela Power Co. application and
awards the company a 24-month pre-
liminary permit to study the proposed
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380,000 kilowatt pump storage project on
this river in West Virginia.

Sinece the permit is not only pending
for construction, but a preliminary per-
mit has now been granted for the 24-
month study, it seems to me it would be
inappropriate for us at this time while
the study is now authorized and in proc-
ess to authorize the expenditure of $45
million of Federal funds for the con-
struction of a public power facility that
will not be necessary .if this private
powerplant is built.

In the Senate an amendment was ap-
proved which has the wording that ap-
pears in the House bill that states, and
Iread from the House bill:

Provided, That the power features of this
project shall not be undertaken until such
time as the Federal Power Commission has
completed action on any applications that
may be pending before that agency for pri-
vate development of the pumped-storage fa-
cility of the project:

The committee wording goes on with
this further proviso:

Provided further, That should the Federal
Power Commission act in the afirmative on
any pending applications, the authority for
such project shall not include Federal power
features and the estimated cost of such proj-
ect shall be $88,402,000: 4And provided fur-
ther, That in the event the Federal Power
Commission dismisses any pending applica-
tions, Federal construction of such pumped-
storage power facilities is hereby authorized
and approved.

The language therefore goes ahead and
approves now the Federal construction of
a Federal power facility if the FPC does
not grant an application for a private
power facility. This would authorize a
Federal power facility if the FPC does not
act. I think we are prejudicing the case
before the FPC if we approve a law to-
day that gives definite approval to a pub-
lic power facility if the FPC does not act
fa.ix;orably on the final construction per-
mit.

It seems to me we should defer any
such decision and give the FPC a clear
right to make a ruling without having
any legislation that says we automati-
cally have authorized a Federal power
facility if the FPC does not grant this
private permit.

For this reason my motion would just
strike out the Federal cost for Federal
construction of the power facility and
simply authorizes the other aspects of
the project, including flood control. In-
cidentally, it would save $45 million
which I am sure our Federal taxpayers
would be very happy to have us say that
we could save,

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

The proposed authorization of this
project has been criticized because it
would provide authorization for Federal
construction of the power features in
the event the Federal Power Commission
dismisses any pending applications. It
is contended that no Federal authoriza-
tion should be provided if private inter-
ests are taking active measures to con-
struct the project.

In this connection, it is to be noted
that the language in the present bill
places no restriction in the way of pri-
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vate development other than the ap-
proval of the Federal Power Commis-
sion—a step required in the case of any
project licensed by the Federal Power
Commission. In fact, the act gives pri-
ority to the private developer and no con-
sideration could be given to Federal con-
struction of the power facilities unless
and until the Federal Power Commission
dismisses any pending application. The
Federal Power Commission has, in faet,
granted a temporary permit to the Mo-
nongahela Power Co. to study private
power development.

The bill would insure full comprehen-
sive development of the Rowlesburg site,
including construction of the power fa-
cilities by either a private developer un-
der Federal Power Commission license,
or if this is not done, by the Federal
Government. There is no reason to delay
Federal authorization at this time. If,
for one reason or another, the power was
not developed by a private developer
there would be a subsequent delay in
obtaining Federal authorization.

If the power facilities are not con-
structed concurrently with construetion
of the Federal dam and reservoir it will
be necessary for the Government to in-
clude an intake and tunnel stub at a
cost of $1%% million to permit the later
addition of power either by the private
developer or the Government. To avoid
excessive costs, this must be done before
the reservoir is filled. Such initial costs
will be repaid by the private developer,
but in all likelihood will be sunk costs
and never recovered if the private devel-
oper should back out and there is no
Federal authorization for power con-
struction. The Government could insure
recovery of these initial costs under the
terms of the bill. If the private developer
is indeed sincere in making the applica-
tion and is not making it primarily as a
device to forestall the development of
public power it is difficult to see how he
can object to the inclusion of provisions
for Federal authorization.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I hope this
amendment will be defeated.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEE. I yield to my distinguished
colleague from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. In this project, if
it is constructed, coal will be used, will it
not, to produce electricity ?

Mr. EEE. That is correct.

Mr. STAGGERS. And instead of elec-
tric energy produced solely by water-
power, we will use up at least 1 kilowatt
of energy produced by coal for every
kilowatt of energy obtained from the
hydroelectric generators? The energy
produced by coal will be used to pump the
water about a thousand feet uphill to
the reservoir for the hydroelectric gen-
erator?

Mr. KEE. That is correct.

Mr. STAGGERS. I would like to as-
sure the gentleman in the well that I
have been assured by the head of the
utility company that proposes to build
this project and that has made applica-
tion to build it, that if the application is
approved, 100 percent union coal will be
used at the Rowlesburg plant.

Mr. EEE. That is correct.
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Mr. STAGGERS. I just wanted to
make it clear that by building the
project, we will be using coal, the one
thing that we have in abundance in the
State of West Virginia, to produce the
electricity and that by doing that we will
be developing the whole area econom-
ically and we will be bringing in more in-
dustry and that we will be using our nat-
ural products and resources. Also it will
be the first attack on poverty in a direct
and positive way that we have ever had
in our area.

Further I want to point out that this
is the only major project I know of that
has ever been proposed to be constructed
in the State of West Virginia.

Mr. KEE. My colleague is correctly
stating the situation.

Mr. STAGGERS. For that reason I
want to be sure that this project is ap-
proved and the only way we can do it is
by assuring that public power stands in
the background in case this permit is not
issued by the Public Power Commission
and also if the utility is dilatory in con-
structing the facility once license has
been granted. We want to be absolutely
sure that West Virginia is not deprived
of this vital project because of the failure
or inability of private industry to act
promptly.

Mr. KEE. I thank the distinguished
gentleman.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEE. Iyield to the gentleman.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I think it
should be pointed out to the committee
that this project has a benefit cost ratio
of 2.1 to 1. Let us examine the report
and see if that is concurred in by the
Federal agencies and the State. On
page 40 of the report, the statement is
made as follows:

COMMENTS OF THE STATE AND FEDERAL AGENCIES
Department of the Interlor: Favorable.
Department of Agriculture: Favorable,
Department of Health, Education, and

‘Welfare: Favorable,

Federal Power Commission: Favorable,

Department of Commerce: Favorable.

State of West Virginia: Pavorable.

Therefore, we see that all these State
and Federal agencies and the State of
West Virginia are in favor of this project
that is being discussed here today.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Very briefly, I am hopeful that we can
get to final consideration of these
amendments to the bill this afternoon.

The gentleman from California has
very clearly explained why he feels that
unless this amendment is adopted that
the Federal Power Commission, which
presently has issued a preliminary license
to the private enterprise development, is
likely, on final consideration to be
prejudiced by the action of this Congress
in authorizing the project as a possible
function at taxpayers’ expense. I agree
with the gentleman from California
wholeheartedly.

I believe that the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California is a
most reasonable one. It is most reason-
able considering the circumstances of the
consideration which will be given, ac-
cording to the majority’s report on S.

CXI—1556

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

2300, next year, on an annual basis, of
these omnibus bills. By that time, the
Federal Power Commission will have had
a reasonable opportunity to act. There
will be no delay in the matter, and the
matter can be considered next year.

I refer to page 2 of the committee re-
port, where the following statement
appears:

The committee intends to report an
omnibus bill every year hereafter rather
than every 2 to 4 years.

So I suggest that the question will be
considered on its merits by the Federal
Power Commission, construction will not
be prejudiced, and the taxpayers’ burden
of paying the cost will not be prejudiced.

Under those circumstances, it is logical
and reasonable to agree to the amend-
ment. The gentleman from California
[Mr. Barpwin] sat through and heard
all the hearings on this subject. His
amendment would give the Commission
an opportunity to act on the private de-
velopment aspects, which it already has
done preliminarily. .

I understand that there is some argu
ment that perhaps private enterprise will
not push it hard enough. It seems to me
that private enterprise has pushed it
hard enough to get a preliminary license,
and, it seems to me, they have shown
good faith and intent to go ahead with
the project. I cannot undertsand why
our committee insists on prejudicing the
private development of that power by
inserting in the bill proposed language
which indicates that if they do not act
on the project, then the Congress will
authorize a public project. That is not
the way to do it. I do not want the Fed-
eral Power Commission so prejudiced.
I hope that the amendment will be
agreed to.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Congress, my colleague from California,
my good friend and colleague from Flor-
ida and I are not necessarily in disagree-
ment on this issue. It is highly impor-
tant to me—and to my State—that this
project be undertaken, and I want insur-
ance that it will be undertaken. As the
gentlemen know, and as the Congress
knows, the proposal here is only an au-
thorization. If the private power com-
pany goes ahead—and I know they will
go ahead, unless some unforseen circum-
stances intervene—there will be no
question that the project will be built
and operated by the private power com-
pany. I can see no harm in authorizing
it. The House committee saw no harm
in authorizing it after prolonged debate.

I remember that before final conclusion
was reached, a preliminary permit to the
utility company had been brought to the
attention of the House committee.

Many things might happen in the next
year or two, when the project should be
in process of construction. Then, if the
private power company does not built it,
and this public construction provision is
eliminated from the bill, we would have
to come back here and ask again for au-
thorization for public construction, thus
delaying action for an unreasonable time.

If this project is authorized, as sub-
mitted, there will never be any money
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appropriated. There will never be a re-
quest for it.

As to the fears of my friend from
Florida, that if the bill passes as now
written, the Federal Power Commission
will never grant permission for private
construction, let me assure the gentle-
man and the Congress that I will unre-
servedly support any reasonable measure
designed to secure FPC permission for
private construction. I want to have the
assurance that public power is going to
stand in the background. The Senate
wanted it that way, and our committee
voted it out that way.

As I said, this is the first major project
which has ever been proposed to be con-
structed in the State of West Virginia.
Certainly, at this time I do not want to
jeopardize it. It will mean much to our
people. It will be a direct attack on pov-
erty. It will be one which will consume
our natural products, bring in industry,
and create jobs right in the center of our
State.

The dam in itself is a good thing, but
will do only half the job. The power-
generating project will do the other half.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I am glad to yield
to the chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. We on the
committee know the great interest the
gentleman from West Virginia has taken
in this project. If the Baldwin amend-
ment were to prevail it would prejudice
the development of the project, since the
scheme provides that the Federal Gov-
ernment can continue to make plans for
the complete project and not segment it
by having the Federal Government do a
part of the job and the private utility the
other. If the Baldwin amendment is
adopted, it will erase the opportunity of
the Federal Government to prosecute
this project.

Mr. STAGGERS. That istrue. Iap-
preciate the contribution of the capable
and distinguished gentleman from Ala-
bama, who presided during the hearings
on this project, and who ruled with con-
sistent fairness and understanding of
the issues involved.

I might say that construction econo-
mies should be considered in this project.
If the powerplant is to be a part of the
project, either private or public power,
a tunnel and a tower must be made a
part of the dam. These should be in-
corporated in the body of the dam itself,
and not added as an afterthought at
greater expense.

If the private power company takes
over they will pay the cost. If they do
not, the Federal Government will assume
it. They will pay for it as it is con-
structed.

I hope the committee in its wisdom
will keep this provision in the bill. I as-
sure those men who come from coal-
producing States that not one kilowatt of
electricity will be produced, except by
coal, because this will be a pumped
storage station. The water will be
pumped to the top of the mountain and
brought back down through chutes and
tunnels to produce electricity. Pumping
will be done at night, when the load on
the generators is light; the hydroelectric
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generators will be operated during the
day, when demand is at the peak. This
will even out total demand over the full
24 hours.

I have been assured by the head of the
utility that it will use union coal, and
it will use our most plentiful natural
resource.

I want to be sure that this project will
be completed in full, not only the water
control dam, but the appended power-
plant. It is a project vital to the eco-
nomic health of West Virginia. And I
am convinced that the bill as written is
the only way to assure its completion.

I say again I do not believe my good
friend from California and my friend
from Florida disagree with me as to what
should be done; it is only a matter of
approach.

I hope the amendment will be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. BALowin].

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. BALDWIN
and Mr. JonNes of Alabama.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 69, noes
96.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments to this section?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLARK

Mr.CLARK. Mr.Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CLARK: BSub-
stitute the following language for the lan-
guage on page 41, lines 4 through 12, in-
clusively:

“The Secretary of the Army is hereby au-
thorized and directed to make a survey for
flood control and allied purposes of the
Saint John River, Maine, separate and apart
from the Passamaquoddy Tidal Power Proj-
ect, which survey shall include a detailed
study of alternative methods of providing
power, including thermal power develop-
ment using nuclear energy, and to submit
a report thereon to the Congress not later
than March 30, 1966."”

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama will state his point of
order. _

Mr. JONES of Alabama. This amend-
ment had been considered and was sub-
ject to amendment under the previous
amendment offered to strike this proj-
ect.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. ROSTENKOW-
sk1), The Chair will inform the gentle-
man from Alabama that the purpose of
this amendment is to insert something
other than that which was taken into
consideration yesterday. So the point of
order against this amendment is over-
ruled.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. CLARK], is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, CLARK. Mr. Chairman, this is
practically the same as that which was
offered yesterday as far as the St. John
River project is concerned. In this
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amendment the Secretary of the Army
is hereby authorized and directed to
make a survey for flood control and al-
lied purposes of the St. John River,
Maine, separate and apart from the Pas-
samaquoddy tidal project, which survey
shall include a detailed study of alterna-
tive methods of providing power, includ-
ing thermal power development using
nuclear energy, and to submit a report
thereon to the Congress not later than
March 30, 1966.

I have offered this amendment for the
following reasons. In the New England
area we now have thermonuclear power.
If this amendment is defeated we will
have a $300 million water project using
nothing but water. The thermonuclear
powerplant in Connecticut which, of
course, will be and is completely differ-
ent from what is in this bill, uses today
many, many thousands of tons of coal.
So I ask your consideration today to
strike out on page 41 lines 4 to 12 in-
clusive for this purpose.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I dislike to be in op-
position to my distinguished friend, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crark]. Irecognize and respect his feel-
ings with respect to this matter. He
comes from a coal producing area. Mem-
bers from some of those coal producing
areas have found it desirable in some
cases to oppose this project, I suppose
upon the theory that the existing private
power facilities in New England use coal
and that a hydropower facility would be
able to produce cheaper power than could
be produced by coal.

However, just to authorize another
survey of a project that has been studied
for more than 30 years would be only to
postpone the day of inevitable reckoning.
This is not a solution.

The committee has thoroughly, care-
fully, and painstakingly heard both pro-
ponents and opponents. They have
studied this project. Unlike most
power projects, this one seems partic-
ularly warranted because of the great
roadblock which lies across the trail of
development for New England. This
roadblock is the high price of power.
New England industries pay 66 percent
more for their power than do the aver-
age industries throughout the country.
This is a terrible handieap to that area.

This project is the only opportunity
we will have in this bill to make a mean-
ingful, substantial contribution to the
economic development of that historic
section of our country which is New
England. They have helped us on our
projects. New England Congressmen
have assisted the westerners in reclama-
tion projects; they have assisted the
southwesterners and the southerners and
the midwesterners in our agricultural
programs. They have assisted the west
coast and the east coast and the gulf
coast areas in beach erosion and hurri-
cane protection projects. This is all
they have asked for. This is their great
need, for some measure of power at a
price that people can pay. )

Mr, Chairman, the average consumer
in New England is required to pay 20 per-
cent more for electric energy than is
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the case throughout the rest of the
country.

Mr. Chairman, we faced this issue yes-
terday and there was admittedly a close
vote. Normally I am not an advocate
of public power, but in this instance
where Chairman Joseph Swidler, of the
Federal Power Commission, found it
necessary to chastise the private power
interests in New England for not having
produced modern, efficient, electric power
generating capacity, where there have
been years and years of study, years and
yvears of opportunity for those private
companies to come in and provide this
demonstrable need for the people of New
England and they have not done it, I
see no justice in postponing the day of
reckoning and putting it off and calling
for another study. We have had study
on top of study, ad infinitum, and there
has been no action.

It is time for us to take a stand. I am
going to stand today with New England
because I think they have been too long
denied.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I remained silent yes-
terday while the amendment of the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crark] to delete the Lincoln-Dickey
part of the Passamaquoddy project was
under consideration. I remained silent
yesterday, but today I cannot remain si-
lent. Misstatement of fact and distor-
tion of motive have been too great. First
of all, the distinguished gentleman from
Texas [Mr. WricHT] has blithely said he
can see no reason why we oppose this. I
want to remind the Members of the Com-
mittee that in the full Committee on Pub-
lic works, and surely all of the people of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union are entitled to
know this, the vote for this projeet was
18 to 15, and our distinguished chairman,
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
Farron], joined with us, who felt this
project is not justified on the facts and
evidence which we have had before us.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Texas has misinformed the Members of
the Committee of the Whole when he
said that this projeet has been studied
for 30 long years. It is not true, and the
gentleman knows it.

Mr. Chairman, Passamaquoddy was
studied for 30 long years, and this proj-
ect is only part of Passamaquoddy. At
the last moment when the administrative
agencies involved, even this administra-
tion, could not put their stamp of ap-
proval on Passamaquoddy, then they
lopped off this part of Passamaquoddy—
and not such a little part at that, $300
million worth of Passamaquoddy was
lopped off, and here it is.

‘Mr. Chairman, there has never been
full and complete public hearings held
on this particular project, standing on its
own two feet. These 30 years of hear-
ings about which they talk have been
the 30 years of hearings on the ill-fated
Passamaquoddy project as a whole, of
which this Lincoln-Dickey project is but
one part. There has never been a true
hearing on. Lincoln-Dickey by itself.
This was tacked on, on the floor of the
other body without debate, without real
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discussion, and without hearings in the
Senate, and came to our Public Works
Committee.

Mr. Chairman, everyone knows how
busy the Committee on Public Works has
been lately with the Economic Develop-
ment Act, the Highway Beautification
Act, and other important matters. It
came to our committee and there was
never an opportunity to have full and
complete hearings on it.

Mr. Chairman, it is not fair to say
that this matter has been heard and re-
heard, studied and restudied. I believe
the gentleman from Pennsylvania is
leaning backward in fairness when he
proposes that this Lincoln-Dickey proj-
ect be given a study, with the directive
that the study come back next March,
no later than next March, so the House
can work its will at that time in trying to
be fair.

Mr. Chairman, for those on the major-
ity side who are keenly aware of the im-
portance of being fair in the legislative
process, here is an amendment they can
support in good faith, because this proj-
ect has never been really studied before.
Based on figures we are given here, the
need for a study is real. There has been
distortion of facts and figures that
should stand the test of study.

Mr. Chairman, there is one other point
I want to mention in respect to the re-
marks of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. WricHT]. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s interest in New England, but I
want to tell the gentleman from Texas
that New Hampshire has one of the
lowest unemployment rates in the entire
United States—less than 2 percent. I
think we people in New England are
well qualified to make our own decision
as to whether or not we want unneces-
sary public power which costs more than
our own taxpayer utilities can produce
it for.

Mr. Chairman, as welfare program
after welfare program has marched
through this House, again and again I
have heard gentlemen from the other
side of the aisle rise in righteous wrath
and say, “Let us pass this legislation so
that we will make taxpayers out of these
tax eaters on the welfare rolls.”

Well and truly said, Mr. Chairman, and
I agree. But why now are they trying
to downgrade and denigrate the tax-
paying utility and put in its place a tax-
eating monstrosity? Costly, outdated,
and inefficient, it makes no economic
sense; it makes no sense at all. Let us
be consistent, let us give the taxpayers of
this country a break.

Mr. HARSHA,. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the pending amendment.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr.Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. HARSHA. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. Is not one of the crux
issues in this whole matter that the Sec-
retary of the Interior desires to get this
project through which is really the be-
ginning of his effort to try to get a na-
tional grid system established in the
northeastern United States under the
control of the Federal Government, no
matter what we have in the Northwest
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and other places? Is that not the real
issue behind this effort?

Mr. HARSHA. I think that is abso-
lutely right.
Mr. CRAMER. It is true, may I ask

the gentleman, that the Atomic Energy
Commission indicated that a project that
would be one-fifth of the cost of the
proposed hydroelectric project could be
built in New England, and I am reading
from page 244 of the report on the bill.

Mr. HARSHA. I think that is right.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is time we set
the record straight on the Dickey-Lin-
coln project.

Dickey-Lincoln is a new quicky pro-
posal that emerged as an expediency in
order to open up New England for public
power. It is a part of the much discred-
ited international Passamaquoddy tidal
project and is an indirect means of get-
ting the unfeasible Passamaquoddy proj-
ect approved, piecemeal. As a separate
isolated power project, contrary to what
my friend from Texas says, Dickey has
neither been studied nor has it followed
the procedures set forth by law for pres-
entation of a project proposal for au-
thorization by the Congress.

The 1944 Flood Control Act requires
that project proposals be submitted to
States and affected agencies for com-
ment and review. As a separate project,
the Dickey proposal was never submitted
to the States and the agencies for review
and comment. It was submitted as a
combination of the Passamaquoddy proj-
ect to be constructed and operated on an
entirely different basis than the project
now proposed, and no information has
been presented to the States and the
agencies for review and comment on this
new basis. Is the Congress now to vio-
late its own rules with respect to this par-
ticular project in authorizing a proposal
which has not been studied on its own
merits and which has not followed the
statutory requirements. Not only have
we failed to follow the statutory require-
ments, but this project is inconsistent
with the basic philosophy of Federal
power development.

One of the fundamentals of that phi-
losophy as expressed in Senate Docu-
ment No. 97 which is the bible, so to
speak, for the procedure in approving
these projects by the Corps of Engi-
neers—that fundamental is that the pro-
posal must be the cheapest and most
effective alternative. The record is re-
plete with evidence that this is not the
cheapest and most effective alternative.

Now we have heard arguments that
there is a great need for additional elec-
tricity in this New England region. The
Federal Power Commission reports on
electric power supply, as late as April 30
of this year, indicate a reserve of more
than 25 percent in this area. This cer-
tainly refutes the argument that there
is a shortage of power in that area.

Further, the argument has been ad-
vanced that this power will be cheap
power and will cause industry to move
into the area. This is just not so. The
cost of power as an increment of product
value, as shown by the 1960 annual sur-
vey of manufacturers conducted by the
Census Bureau, averages only 0.84 per-
cent of all manufacturing. I repeat,
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power averages less than 1 percent of
the cost of production. The highest oc-
curred in the chemicals and allied prod-
ucts industry which averaged only 2.4
percent and next were primary metals
which averaged 1.9 percent. The rela-
tionship of power cost to product value
has been going down over the years be-
cause of low power cost and the increas-
ing prices of other materials. Power
costs are actually insignificant in a deci-
sion to locate industry in a particular
area. The primary considerations are
labor and transportation costs in getting,
not only raw materials to the plants,
but in transporting processed products
to and from the market.

And now as to whether or not this is
cheap power, I would point out that
Charles Robinson, engineer and counsel
of the National Rural Electrification As-
sociation, who can hardly be classified
as a private power exponent, says in his
testimony before the Public Works Com-
mittee that the average of all power
purchased in Maine is 13.9 mills and for
Vermont 9.4 mills. He also says in his
testimony that the annual cost of pro-
ducing this power at Dickey-Lincoln
would be $14.6 million. In order to ob-
tain $14.6 million annually to meet the
cost of production of this power, the
power would have to be sold at 151%
mills.

Now this may be low cost power to you,
gentlemen, but I submit that when it is
about 2 to 6 mills above what is presently
being charged, I fail to see how this will
ever reduce power rates in that area.
The people of Maine cannot afford this
“cheap” power.

Nor can the U.S. taxpayer afford to fi-
nance this project to the tune of $300
million.

I urge this Committee to adopt this
substitute and to uphold the statutory
and procedural requirements of Con-
gress. Let us give this project a hearing
and study on its own merits.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr, Chairman and Members of the
Congress, I rise in opposition to the
amendment submitted by our good
friend, the gentleman {rom Pennsyl-
vania, a member of our committee.

I want to say this particular project
was heard a year ago in the Senate.
There was no need for further hearings
in the Senate. The hearings that were
held on the House side were full hear-
ings. We held hearings and we heard
every witness who wanted to appear.

Certainly the project that was brought
before our committee was a project that
had been well studied. Our late Presi-
dent Kennedy asked for this project to
be studied and our present President,
President Johnson asked for the same.

This project is located on an interna-
tional stream between the State of Maine
and Canada. This particular project
had met all of the criteria of the Corps
of Engineers and the Bureau of Recla-
mation and it had the approval of the
Bureau of the Budget.

Now I am sure that all projects come
up in the same manner for consideration
before our various committees. Serving
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on the Committee on the Interior and In-
sular Affairs and also on the Committee
on Public Works, I know this to be a
fact. You must receive the support of
the agencies and they must meet the
criteria laid down by the Congress. The
projects must have the approval of the
Bureau of the Budget. This particular
project had just that. Every witness was
heard from.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Did we not
have the approval of the Governor of
Maine, Gov. John H. Reed?

Mr, JOHNSON of California. Yes,
Governor Reed came here and testified
in support of this project as did both of
their Members of Congress and I under-
stand the like membership in the other
body were in support of this project.

This particular dam is on the St. John
River. It is going to utilize a resource—
water—that is flowing down that river.
It needs to be controlled on this side of
the border and it needs to be controlled
on the other side of the border. Presi-
dent Johnson made this request in the
light that they would perfect an inter-
tie in this particular area. We have just
finished perfecting an intertie in the
Pacific Northwest, the Southwest, and
in the western part of the United States
and the private utilities are going to be
the biggest benefactors of that intertie.
Certainly the private utilities in this
area would have a very important benefit
and part in this particular project. I am
certain that if this is built, the utilities
there would be brought into it as far as
marketing the power and transmitting
the power. If the intertie is perfected
between the two countries, they would
be a part of it.

In Canada there is also a need for
river regulation and power generation.

I know that there is no low-cost power
in the New England States. The power
costs there are the highest of any place
in the United States. This would be the
first time that we had a Federal public
development that would offer low-cost
power to the people of Maine. We have
had this fight throughout the United
States. Wherever we have had one of
these projects—and I cite the Missouri
River Basin, TVA, the Bonneville project,
the CVP project in the Central Valley of
California, the Southeast and the
Southwest power authorities—they are
all working for the best interests of the
people of the United States.

The private utilities are getting along
very fine. They are taking from those
projects a large proportion of the power
and passing it on to other people as local
consumers. Certainly when the people
of Maine come down here in force and
support this project that has been ap-
proved by all the Federal agencies—and
it has the approval of the Bureau of the
Budget—I say that we should not set the
project aside for further study. It has
been studied. There is no need for fur-
ther study. This project will pay itself
out in 50 years with interest to the Fed-
eral Government, because 98 percent of
it is power and that money will come
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back to the Federal Government, the
same as with other great projects we
have approved across the Nation. All
power facilities are reimbursable with
interest.

Mr. TUPPER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The gentleman from New Hampshire
has given a rather impassioned plea, re-
peating the timeworn argument that the
private power companies make against
this very valuable project in my State of
Maine.

Again, let me say that the people of
the State of Maine need this project.
They need it desperately to lower the
cost of power in our State. There are
only two of us in the House of Repre-
sentatives—my friend, Birr. HATHAWAY
on the Democratic side and myself on
the Republican side—and I certainly
hope that the Members will give Maine
this assist today, so that we can help
ourselves develop industry in our State.

I should like to tell the membership a
little bit about what the private power
companies in the State of Maine have
done in the past: they have attempted
to strangle industrial development in my
State. I speak with some knowledge on
this subject because I was once, as com-
missioner of fisheries in Maine, an ex
officio member of the Maine Develop-
ment Commission.

Gentlemen, guess who was in charge
of the Maine Development Commission?
Always one of the executives of one of the
Maine power companies. In that sensi-
tive position they were able to keep in-
dustry from our State, and allow indus-
try to grow only as the power companies
grew, and not vice versa.

Gentlemen, I appear here today to im-
plore you to give us a hand with this
project that is so badly needed. Our
young men are leaving the State of
Maine. I have a 23-year-old son who
himself may have to leave the State of
Maine in order to support his wife and
his three children. Maine Representa-
tives have given support to many proj-
ects in various sections of the Nation
over past years. Today we ask that you
reciprocate.

I notice that over $11 billion has been
spent on these projects west of the Mis-
sissippi. Over $5.550 billion east of the
Mississippi and south of the Mason-
Dixon line has been spent. Yet in all of
New England only $413 million has been
spent, and out of that only $19,388,000
has been spent for the Pinetree State of
Maine. I beg your consideration for the
defeat of the amendment,

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. 1 yield briefly to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HARSHA. I would like to point
out to the Committee certain testimony
concerning this issue of power casts.
Mr. Charles Robinson, the engineer and
counsel of the Natural Rural Electrifi-
cation Association, who can hardly be
classified as a private power advocate,
stated in his testimony before the Com-
mittee on Public Works that the average
of all power purchased in Maine is pur-
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chased at a cost of 13.9 mills, and for
Vermont it is 9.4 mills.

He also says in his testimony that the
annual cost of producing this power at
Dickey-Lincoln would be $14.6 million.
In order to obtain $14.6 million annually
to meet this cost of production, the power
would have to be sold at 15% mills.
This may be low-cost power to some, but
I submit that when it is about 2 to 6
mills above what is presently being
charged I fail to see how such ‘“cheap”
power will ever reduce the power rates
in that area. The reason the power
rates now charged in New England are
somewhat higher than other areas is
the high cost of transportation of coal
to the power facility. A contract has
already been awarded to GE to construct
a nuclear powerplant in Connecticut to
serve this area which would provide
much cheaper power, not only than coal
but also much cheaper than this hydro
project. High cost public power is not
going to reduce the rates to New England.
It just is not possible to sell the Dickey-
Lincoln power at less than 1514 mills
and recover the annual production costs
of this power of some $14.6 million. The
construction of this project will raise the
costs of power to New Englanders rather
than lower it.

Mr. CRAMER. The gentleman is
correct. The comments on that appear
on pages 242, 243, and 244 of the supple-
mental views in the report on the legis-
lation.

There is not any question that the
power will be sold at a price in excess of
the present power cost, according to the
REA Chairman in that area, Mr. Robin-
son. So this cheap power argument
does not hold water.

The House might as well be on notice.
This is what will happen. Secretary
Udall of the Department of the Interior
wants to establish a grid system in the
northeastern part of the United States.
They have not been able to do so to date.
This is where they want to start. The
reason they have to start here is because
this power cannot be sold in the area
where it is produced. The majority re-
port even says so. This power is going
to be produced on the St. John River in
Maine and sold elsewhere, because the
users are not available in that area.
That means the Federal Government will
have to go into Federal power transmis-
sion, with the beginning of a grid system.

The Passamaquoddy project has never
been, as a whole project, approved by
any department or by any agency of the
Federal Government, because it is so bad,
because the cost is so high, and because
the benefits are so little.

I have served on the Committee on
Public Works for 11 years. I have never
known of such a project being approved
by the Congress of the United States. It
is supposedly a multiple-purpose project.
It is admitted by the majority report on
the proposal that there is very little rela-
tionship to flood control.

Flood control is supposed to be and has
traditionally been how we get into these
things. Power is supposed to be second-
ary and incidental. We get into these
multiple-purpose projects of flood con-
trol and power, but power is not the prin-
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cipal consideration. Flood control is
how we get into these things.

How much of this is flood control? I
ask Members to listen. How much? I
have never seen a project with so little
flood control on multiple-purpose usage.
Here it is: Two-tenths of 1 percent.
Two-tenths of 1 percent for flood con-
trol is to eventually cost the taxpayers of
America $300 million because of the
power features.

That is the only way we get into this
project, yet it involves only two-tenths of
1 percent. Two percent of it is for
what? It is for nothing relating to rivers
and harbors or flood control, but it is
rather a new gimmick brought into these
projects to try to make them feasible—
area redevelopment. It has nothing to
do with the development of water re-
sources in America.

For two-tenths of 1 percent for flood
control we are asked to vote for nearly
$300 million of Federal expenditures for
something that is a power project, to
provide power where it is not even
needed.

The issue is simple. This is a project
which is being taken out of order of
usual flood control procedures. Thisisa
project which has not conformed to the
usual criteria of our committee. This is
a project which has not been approved
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as a
separate project. I will accept a chal-
lenge on that from anybody. This is a
project which has not been approved by
the Bureau of the Budget as a separate
project.

This project came in as a part of
the international Passamaquoddy tidal
project. Passamaquoddy was such a
bad project in total that when the
report on it was submitted to the
administration, as set forth to the
Secretary of the Interior from the Pas-
samaquoddy-St. John River Study Com-
mittee in 1964, it was so bad, they were
so critical in their comments, and it was
so accurately exposed as to fundamental
defects in the plan, that construction of
this project had to be abandoned. It
was admittedly uneconomical.

They took one segment of it which has
never gone through the Corps of Army
Engineers and which has never gone
through the procedures and the require-
ments of law. It has been brought up as
a separate type of procedure, in order to
try to force the beginning of Passama-
quoddy and a national grid system. We
cannot do that to the taxpayers of Amer-
ica to the tune of $300 million, for two-
tenths of 1 percent flood-control pro-
tection.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Chair-
man I move to strike out the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this
project and against this amendment.
This amendment is just a camouflage.
There is not any sincere proposal that
has been made to the committee to study
an atomic energy plant in Maine. There
has not been any such proposal before the
committee at all. Any atomic energy
plant that has been recommended, for
example, before our committee has been
somewhere in the lower part of New Eng-
land. There has never been any con-
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tention that atomic energy plants could
be or would be comparable to harnessing
the St. John River in Maine.

Here is a river that has been flowing
to the sea wasting its energy for all time.
This is a great resource that renews it-
self constantly. It is a feasible project
according to the historical standards of
our committee. The Corps of Engineers
testified that it had a favorable benefit-
cost ratio. More than anything else they
testified to the great need of the State of
Maine for some low-cost power.

When this body is told that there will
be low-cost power from the private power
companies, they are not giving the real
facts. The private power companies can
and do boast that they will produce elec-
tric energy cheaper, but that is not what
they are going to sell it for. They will sell
it at as high a price as they can pos-
sibly get. That has been their history,
and they will not change that history.
I was one on the committee who asked
for testimony from the private power
companies. I was one of those on the
committee who asked the private power
companies what the price would be of
their so-called cheap power for the peo-
ple. Their spokesman said he would
not tell us. He found out from others on
the committee that the committee did
not like that kind of an answer. So he
went home and burned the midnight oil
and came back with some figures which
demonstrated that his company certainly
and other companies in New England for
whom he was speaking were not talking
about reducing the rate for power even
by 1980 to anything comparable to the
Dickey project.

This Dickey project was testified to by
Secretary Udall and others who repre-
sented that it would have power produced
at 7 mills per kilowatt. That is what it
would be sold for. Even with all of the
reductions promised by the New England
power companies as of 1980, they will
only testify to an average reduction of
about 9.7 mills. That will bring their
power rates down to 14.5 mills from where
it is now on an average of 24.2 mills.

For 30 years this river has been studied
along with other projects in an attempt
to relieve the State of Maine and the
New England area from the onerous
burden they carry of power rates. For
pretty near all that time the State of
Maine has suffered from an exodus of
population. This is the kind of burden
that we share in some areas in my part
of the country in the West.

For these reasons I beg you to give at-
tention to the problems of Maine by help-
ing them to develop this great resource.

You know, a great deal is said about
buying or selling coal to develop electric
energy, but when you get all through
mining it, you have ruined the resource.
All you have is a hole in the ground that
you have to tend to forever. Here is a
river that is renewing itself constantly
that will produce power cheaper for the
consumer than any project testified to
before the committee, whether it is pub-
lic or private, in the New England area.
I think that we are just dutybound to
the people of the State of Maine to de-
velop this cheap, low-cost energy for
them so that they can develop other re-
sources of their great country.
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Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OLSEN of Montana.
the majority leader.

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman is dis-
cussing power rates. Could he tell us
what the power rates would be in the
Tennessee Valley if it were not for the
TVA in the Southwest or Northwest if it
were not for the great hydroelectric
power developments in those areas and
elsewhere in the country?

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. We took
testimony in the committee as to the
great reductions that have occurred in
power rates from our yardstick furnished
by Bonneville, and our yardstick fur-
nished by TVA, and those yardsticks fur-
nished everywhere by public power. We
found this was the thing that made the
development of new resources and new
industries possible in every other area of
the United States.

Mr. HATHAWAY., Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee, I shall not take up much of
your time. You heard my comments
yvesterday in favor of this project which
would be located in my district. It is
very interesting to hear the gentleman
from New Hampshire say that he has
only a 2-percent unemployment rate. I
congratulate him on that.

In the State of Maine the unemploy-
ment rate is much higher. In the very
area where this dam willl be located one-
third of the families make less than
$3,000 a year. As a matter of fact about
half of the population of my district is
located in area redevelopment areas.

The gentleman pointed out in the re-
port the statement that the power rates
would appear to be higher, if you aver-
age out figures, by about 2 mills. He
says it will be 15.5 to 13.3, but he did not
tell you that 80 percent of this power
will be used as peaking power, at $15.50
per kilowatt-year for capacity and 3 mills
for energy. That is at least 25 percent
less than the nuclear alternative to pro-
duce the same power.

Under the marketing of this power the
full amount of money will be repaid to
the Federal Government so that in effect
the $300 million, about which you have
heard over and over again as going down
the drain will not be going down the
drain. The entire amount of money,
with interest, will be returned.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say in
conclusion that I appreciate very much
the comments of the members of the
committee. I join with the gentleman
from Montana [Mr. OLseN] in saying
that yesterday the opposition had their
day in court. They are sorry they lost.
I think they are simply sore losers in
offering this amendment, and I urge the
Members to vote against the amendment.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
genfleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Bartes] may extend his remarks at this
point in the ReEcorp and include extrane-
ous matter.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

I yield to
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Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, during
the course of the debate today consider-
able emphasis was placed on the fact that
New England is a high-cost power area
and that the proposed Dickey-Lincoln
School project was the answer to this
problem. It is true that power costs in
New England are high but to suggest that
the Dickey-Lincoln project, or a series of
them, will provide the answer to that
problem is absolutely ridiculous.

This project is nothing but a mid-
sixties WPA that will provide expensive
power. Of course, the Government will
write off so much of the costs that the
true economics of the plan are not even
mentioned. However, it is quite clear
that alternate sources of power, either
with nueclear energy or fossil fuels, can
provide more power for a fraction of the
cost. It is here proposed to spend over
$300 million to build a powerplant 400
miles from the load center when the
Yankee atomic plant, built several years
ago, can produce more power than
Dickey-Lincoln and that project cost
only $38 million.

Now, I know the Secretary of the In-
terior has urged the construction of this
project but I do not consider him an ex-
pert in nuclear power matters. I do wish
he had examined the advisability of
atomic energy being provided to New
England but his lack of study of such an
alternative leaves me bewildered. On
page 423 of the hearings he indicated
that he had no knowledge of any pro-
posed atomic plants for New England or
even if we had any nuclear plants located
there now. He should have known that
we not only have several projects pro-
posed now but in the Yankee plant at
Rowe, Mass., we have, over a period of 5
years, produced more atomic power than
any other atomic plant in the world.

I have served on the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy for 6 years. As a
member of the House Armed Services
Committee, I was interested in serving
on the Joint Committee because of the
military applications of atomiec energy.
However, I was also prompted to serve on
the committee because of the high
power costs in New England and I hoped
that my service on the committee might
help hasten the day when our power
costs, derived from either nuclear or fos-
sil fuels, would be competitive with other
sections of this country. That day has
arrived and, in fact, the future is even
more promising.

The Atomic Energy Commission has
this week provided me with information
that indicates, for a plant entering serv-
ice in 1969, which is before the Dickey-
Lincoln project would become a reality,
that the cost of electricity by atomic
power would be considerably less than
that provided by the Dickey project.
Starting with a plant about 200,000-kilo-
watt capacity and increasing in size to
1 million kilowatts, we would find that
costs would vary between 6 mills and 3.75
mills, compared to at least 8 mills for
Dickey-Lincoln for preference customers.
The costs of these plants would be about
$200 a kilowatt for a plant of about 200,-
000 kilowatts to about $100 a kilowatt
for a plant of 800,000 kilowatts. In fact,
I was advised that this data is over a year
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old and “if updated for today’s market
prices and conditions would be somewhat
more favorable for nuclear power.” A
revolution is occurring in the ecivilian
atomic energy field. As of January 1965,
after 15 years of development work, there
was only 1,000 megawatts of nuclear
capacity in operation, and about 2,500
megawatts on order. However, in the
past few months orders were placed for
over 3,000 megawatts of additional ca-
pacity. In other words, sales in the past
few months have equaled the total for
the last 15 years. It is interesting to note
that New England is leading the entire
country in this effort. Latest figures also
indicate that coal and oil can also pro-
duce power cheaper than that which the
proponents claim for Dickey-Lincoln,

I intend to support the amendment to
have this project deleted from this bill
because, first, it will obviously produce
very expensive power; second, there are
cheaper ways to produce power in New
England; third, there is no market for
this power which is 400 miles away from
the load center; and fourth, excepting
for its WPA nature will not inure to the
benefit of New England. With the
marked advances in power technology
here and on the horizon, it would not be
wise to proceed with this inflexible, high
cost project which is expensive to the
taxpayer and unresponsive to the need
for lower power costs in New England.

As an indication of the serious ques-
tions in the minds of the people I rep-
resent, I am enclosing herewith some
newspaper editorials on this subject:
[From the Quincy (Mass.) Patriot Ledger,

July 10, 1965]
POWER AND WATER

Does it make any sense for the Federal
Government to put a huge, extravagant
power project in the wilds of Maine?

Washington seems to think so, as it con-
tinues to come up with proposals for hydro-
electric projects in northern Maine.

While President Johnson last week ex-
pressed concern over the urgent water prob-
lem in New England, the Government's desire
for a hydroelectric plant completely over-
looks the possibilities of a New England proj-
ect that could provide power for the region
and add to our water supplies by desaliniza-
tilon of sea water, both through nuclear
energy.

The dreamed-of Passamaquoddy Bay tidal
powerplant—under discussion for four dec-
ades—now has been lald to rest for the time
being. Even Secretary of the Interlor Stewart
L, Udall now concedes that the Quoddy plan
he recommended in 1963 now is no longer
economically feasible.

Instead, the Government now proposes a
$227 million hydroelectric power project in
northern Maine at the Lincoln School-Dickey
site just above the confluence of the St.
John and Allagash Rivers. BSecretary Udall
claims the plan would not flood the Allagash
River, thus preserving one of the Natlon’'s
few remaining wild river areas, and would
provide cheap power for all of New England.

This action is not unexpected. In fact,
for some time now, New England utility in-
terests have suspected that the Government
was Introducing the Quoddy project as a
straw man, with the intention of introducing
a smaller-scaled hydroelectric plan at the
Dickey site once the critics had demolished
the Quoddy proposals.

The latest recommendation is far less am-
bitious than the billion-dollar Quoddy plan,
But it is still open to some of the objections
raised against Quoddy.
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In the nuclear age it seems incredible that
the Government wants to put a hydroelectric
plant so far from New England's population
centers. This means, of course, that if New
England is to benefit from power generated
on the St. John River, transmission lines will
have to be strung for hundreds of miles.

This seems obviously uneconomic when the
costs of electricity produced by nuclear
plants have been dropping steadily and are
not far from being cheaper than conven-
tionally produced power. And nuclear power-
plants have proven to be safe enough for
location near centers of population.

For example, Commonwealth Edison Co.,
in Chicago, is now building the Nation's larg-
est atomic power station. The 700,000-kilo-
watt unit is estimated to cost $76 milllon.
Compare that with the Government's St.
John River proposal of a 794,000-kilowatt
unit costing $227 million.

The new nuclear plant is expected to gen-
erate and deliver power to the Chicago area
at a cost 5 to 10 percent lower than Com-
monwealth Edison’s new conventional units
under construction.

Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commirsion, has predicted
that large nuclear power plants (more than
500,000 kilowatts) probably will be able to
produce electricity costing about 4 to 5 mills
per kilowatt-hour and lower. BSecretary
Udall says power from the St. John River
project could be delivered to preference cus-
tomers in Maine for 7 to 8 mills per kilo-
watt-hour. What the cost would be to other
New England customers, for instance in Bos-
ton, is unclear.

But at any rate, by the time the St. John
River project could be completed it might be
utterly obsolete because of advances in nu-
clear power technology.

Also to be considered is the possibility of
a dual-purpose atomic plant, producing
power and purifying sea water for con-
sumption.

Dr. Seaborg, in a copyrighted interview in
U.S. News & World Report, says: “We are
particularly interested in the so-called dual-
purpose reactors—that is, reactors that pro-
duce electricity and at the same time use the
waste heat, which would otherwise be dissl-
pated, to desalt water. By the 1080's we ex-
pect that there will be huge dual-purpose
reactors. Reactors that would be developing
& thousand megawatts—that is, a million
kilowatte—of electricity, or more, and per-
haps desalting water tc the extent of 500
million gallons a day.”

Such a plant would be ideal for New Eng-
land of course, which is waking up to the
fact that its water supplies are inadequate.

The Government's interest in a big, public
hydroelectric project Down East seems to
make less and less sense when viewed against
the potentialities of nuclear power. While
the Government has cited the benefits of low-
cost power as a boon to New England indus-
try and as a way of stimulating the economy
of depressed northern Maine, unfortunately
it has not shown the same solicitude for New
England by continuing unreasonable quotas
on imports of residual fuel oil which force
power companies to pay more for this fuel
used in generating electricity.

Instead of concentrating its studies on
Maine rivers and bays, the Government
should turn its attention to what nuclear
power could do for the region.

[From the Haverhill Gazette, Aug. 26, 1965]
PowER VERSUS WATER

Representatives of New England’s investor-
owned power companies, fighting proposed
legislation for creation of a Federal hydro-
electric power station in northern Maine, are
making some strong arguments in their op-
position stand.

They have argued Iin congressional hear-
ings that the existing companies, constantly
improving their service and bullding more
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nuclear stations, are providing power now
even more cheaply than the Government can
produce it.

There are many who feel, of course, the
Government has no business producing
power in the first place, that this is another
step toward socialism.

Others who oppose the project base their
opposition on the advantages that might be
lost to Maine if the power facility floods areas
that are potentially of great recreational
value.

New England already has plenty of elec-
trical power, and the private firms are con-
stantly expanding to keep up with the de-
mand. It is the view of many persons who
have looked into the situation that the Fed-
eral Government could put its $300 million
into something New England lacks, instead of
something it already has.

Take water resources, for instance. This
area has a shortage during this drought be-
cause States and communities have not
properly conserved their water supplies. Be-
yond that—and this is where it could affect
Haverhill and the Merrimack WValley—our
rivers are among the worst in the Nation
where pollution is concerned.

If persons in Washington who want to
spend money in New England would direct
their efforts toward providing funds for pol-
lution control, they would be doing us a far
greater favor than they could ever do by
building another power dam In northern
Maine.

The advantages of cleaning rivers would
be apparent in far shorter time than any
powerplant in the forests of Maine. Since
rivers like the Merrimack are Interstate
waterways, and since it is the Federal Gov-
ernment which is making the most noise
about their conditions, it would seem Wash-
ington has the prime obligation to provide
the funds for such projects.

It would be far better for the Federal Gov-
ernment to relieve taxpayers in Haverhill and
other communities of the staggering bills
for cleaning rivers than to intrude on the
province of private enterprise by going into
the electrical business.

We'll be glad to get that Federal money if
Congress just can't resist spending it.

[From the Boston Herald, Aug. 25, 1965]
S1. JoEN GIFT HORSE

Senator EpMUND 8. Musklg, of Maine, is
furious with the New England Council for
opposing the construction of a $227 million
Federal power project at Dickey-Lincoln
School on Maine's St. John River.

This is understandable, because the Sena-
tor has worked hard to steer the huge pub-
lic works project through the Upper Cham-
ber (as a rider to the rivers and harbors
bill) and he does not want to lose it in the
House, where it s now pending. A lot of
jobs are involved, and the project could
mean much to northern Maine's non-too-
healthy economy.

Nevertheless, we are disposed to side with
the council—at least until the facts are ex-
plored a little more.

For if Maine would gain something from
the project, it and the whole New England
region would lose something, too. The
Dickey-Lincoln School project, while sparing
the Allagash wilderness, would destroy a vast
natural recreation area along the St. John.
And in the long run these unique recreation
areas may be more valuable to Maine than
cheap hydroelectric power.

Testimony before the House committee
this month raised a serious question whether
power produced at the Dickey-Lincoln
School site would be economically competi-
tive with that now being produced by pri-
vate utilities here, and this admittedly is
not cheap.

Many people believe that within the next
decade or so atomic power will provide the
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answer to all New England’'s electric prob-
lems, including its cost problems, in which
case the St. John River project will certainly
become obsolete. Does the reglon really
want to destroy another great natural asset
on the off chance that this will not happen.

We think that the New England Council
has a point and that Congress should take a
long second look before approving this
doubtful project.

|From the Salem (Mass.) Evening News,
Aug. 20, 1965]

WHY Go BACKWARD?

Lower rates for electricity in the New Eng-
land area are predicted through the gradual
harnessing of atomic power. A rate drop of
30 percent within the next 15 years is ex-
pected, a Federal Power Commission study
reveals. Use of nuclear energy is the mod-
ern trend, moving New England away from
dependence upon high cost fuels. Combin-
ing the rapid technological progress in the
atomic power field with the economies of
new pumped storage installations is ex-
pected to cut electric rates almost one-third
by 1980.

Now that atomic power looms as the means
of liberating New England from the burden
of expensive electric production it would
seem that everyone should rejoice at the
prospect of reduced electric rates. But not
80. There rises on the congressional horizon
the bogey of a Federal power project at
Dickey-Lincoln School In Maine. The Gov-
ernment plans to sink $300 million of the
taxpayers’ money in a hydroelectric system
that is rapidly becoming obsolescent before
the rise of atomic fuel,

Is it progress to turn back to an old-
fashioned method of electric production?
Especially when the Federal project would
be incapable of bringing power to the New
England region at a production cost as low
as’ that of systems using nuclear power
plants and pumped storage stations.

The Federal project can only result in
retarding development of the nueclear power
industry on which New England relies as
the only practical means of cutting electric
rates, Seven atomic powerplants already
are in operation or underway. The Yankee
plant at Rowe in the past year produced
more power from a $40 million private in-
vestment than the unnecessary Maine proj-
ect would produce in 1971, when its com-
pletion is scheduled.

By 1980 at least 7,500,000 kilowatts of
atomic power will be available in the area
from atomic plants.

As for the power output of the Maine proj-
ect, no marketing plan exists although 90
percent of the power would be used outside
of Maine. The power would be too expensive
for New England utilities to buy. And the
whole project would return not a dollar in
tax revenues. Then why build 1t?

The millions sought total about 10 percent
of the huge public works omnibus bill al-
ready okayed by the Senate. A rush of pro-
tests from constituents to their Congress-
men would help House Members decide that
the issue deserves a lot more study.

[From the Lynn (Mass.) Dally Evening Item,
Aug. 21, 1965]
WaxAT PRICE NORTHEAST POWER?

Congress should take a hard and hesitant
look at a current bill which seeks a $220 mil-
lion authorization for construction of a Fed-
eral power project at Dickey-Lincoln School
in Maine. It is a measure that deserves de-
feat and we hope our New England congres-
slonal delegation will lead the way in reject-
ing it.

The stated goal of this project is to bring
low-cost power to the New England region at
an apparent expected cost of 7 to 8 mills per
kilowatt-hour. Actually, some Northeast
sources of power are now at less than 6 mills
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and by 1971, when the Maine project would
be operative, public utilities would be pro-
ducing power at about 41 mills per kilo-
watt-hour through use of nuclear power-
plants and pumped storage stations.

The Dickey-Lincoln scheme is basically a
case of the Government spending more money
to build a power producing plant than would
be done by private companles for a plant of
the same capacity. The resultant cost from
the Government-owned operation would be
greater than that from the privately-owned
plant. And, finally, no taxes would be paid
in local areas where the plant is located be-
cause the Maine project would not contribute
a single tax dollar at local, State, or Federal
levels. A privately owned plant would pay
full taxes

It is all too reminiscent of another Passa-
maquoddy dream—and at a cost that would
be approximately seven times greater than
the projected tunnel between England and
France There's no need in New England for
a TVA-style Government venture when pri-
vate interests can do it better—and at much
less cost

[From the Gloucester Times, Aug. 27, 1965]
Dickey-LincorN Won't Cur OuUr POWER
Cosrs

The proposed Federal hydroelectric plant
on the St. John River near the Maine-
Canadian border may seem remote from
Massachusetts. It isn’t. The so-called
Dickey-Lincoln School electric project wants
to sell its power as far south as the Boston
area.

Maine legislators are jubilant at the pros-
pect of the Federal Government spending
$£302 million (including §75 million for trans-
mission lines). They feel the project will
not only help unemployment for a few years
during the construction period, it will open
up and develop the vast Maine forests. In-
stead of a preserve for lumber companies
and a few hardy sportsmen, the area will
draw commerce and industry. (At present
16 corporations and 4 families own 75 percent
of the sparsely populated woodland in the
northern half of Maine.)

The New England Governors have endorsed
the project. The basic reasoning seems to
be—"Let's get this Pederal money. If we
don’t, Texas or points south and west will.”

After examining the pros and cons we
cannot endorse the Dickey-Lincoln project.
We can’'t see how it is going to lower power
costs for New England. We think the best
approach to lower power cost is through
atomic electric plants.

The various classes of electricity users in
New England pay between 9 and 40 percent
above the national average. To turn the
generators that make electricity, New Eng-
land must import coal and oil. The coal and
oil lobby in Washington has also been suc-
cessful in curbing imports of low-cost resid-
ual oil into New England.

But let's get down to facts and figures.
The Government promises it will deliver
wholesale electricity to Boston for 7 to 8 mills
per kilowatt-hour. But the New England
Power Co. says its Salem, Mass., plant is
producing wholesale electricity right now at
6 to 7 mills. The new plant at Brayton
Point is producing electricity at 6 mills,

The Boston Edison Co. has a plant pro-
ducing at about 6 mills. Admittedly these
are the most efficlent of the conventional
plants.

The Federal planners didn't even bother
to consult the private utilities about possible
sales of power. The utilities say they are not
interested at the 7- to 8-mill price. They
are already doing better than that in their
newest plants.

It seems to us the advocates of the Dickey-
Lincoln project have overlooked the facts in
the rapidly developing atomic fleld. Atomic
produced electric power was ploneered &t the
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Rowe, Mass., plant. Although this experi-
mental plant produces electricity at 9
mills, the plant now under construction at
Haddam, Conn,, expects to turn out electric-
ity at between 6 and 7 mills. This includes
paying Federal, State, and local taxes.

According to a publication of the Federal
Reserve Bank in Boston, the Jersey Central
Power & Light Co., based on the builder's
bid, expects to produce electricity from an
atomic plant at 4 mills per kilowatt-hour.

The Federal Reserve publication says most
authoritles now belleve only atomic electric
plants will be built in New England during
the next 10 years. Even with a 150-percent
increase In New England electric usage by
1880, atomic plants will supply all the base-
load needs for the region. Boston Edison
has four bids on an atomic plant under con-
sideration. The trend is clear.

For the peak period (from dark to about
11 p.m.), the private utilities have worked
out a system of pumped storage. After mid-
night when power use drops, the atomic
plants will be kept going and the power sent
to privately owned hydroelectric dams. The
offpeak power will be used to pump water
below the dam back into the reservoir. The
next evening when the peak demand starts
at 5 p.m., the water will be released and the
power recovered at the time it is needed.

Here are some startling figures. The elec-
tric companies say that it would only cost
them $71 million to produce 794,000 kilo-
watts of power if the atomic plant and
pumped storage system were used. To get
that amount of power and distribute it, the
Federal Government proposes to spend $302
million for Dickey-Lincoln in Maine. The
Federal project is tax free, but the utilities
have figured in all their taxes and interest
charges.

It seems clear, that if the Federal Govern-
ment or anyone else wants to get into the
New England power business it should build
atomic plants.

The cities and towns of New England
should remember how much property tax
revenue they get from the private utilities,
The New England Power Co. which supplies
our area and others rank in the top 5§
taxpayers in 219 municipalities. In 131 of
those cities and towns it is the largest tax-
payer. Our hard-pressed municipalities
can’t afford to lose that kind of tax revenue.

The Federal Government’s famous TVA
project in Tennessee can be justified because
at the time it was built, the private power
companies didn't have the money and
weren't interested. New England utilities
are ploneers in the use of atomic energy and
have proven they are interested. Atomic
energy will soon cut our power costs if we
let the utilities do it. Dickey-Lincoln won't.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, the
well-known news analyst, Eric Sevareid,
recently returnec¢ to Washington from
important overseas assignments. Last
Tuesday, in the Washington Evening
Star, Mr. Sevareid had an interesting
editorial column entitled “Time for a
Pause To Reflect.” In the column he
said:

The American political capital is in dire
need of the pause that reflects, even if it does
not refresh. People are intellectually ex-
hausted, but don't know it. They are not
allowed to feel it, because events and the
President won’t let them,

Even God rested on the seventh day, and
since it would be presumptuous to think
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that He got tired, one has to assume He
paused to reflect on what He had done.

It is true this 89th Congress has al-
ready enacted an awesome list of far-
reaching legislation. Only time will
give a true picture of its wisdom and im-
plication on the Nation and the people.
The magnitude of this legislation has
even prompted our able young colleague
from Indiana [Mr. Haminton], the presi-
dent of the organization of first-term
Members from the other side of the aisle,
to write a note to the President saying:
“It is time to pause.”

Mr. Chairman, we have before us to-
day another major landmark in this
stream of measures, the 1965 rivers and
harbors and flood control bill. As stew-
ards of our Nation’s wealth and re-
sources, we are again being called upon
to decide what is in the best long-range
interest of all our people.

‘We, the Congress, have been chosen by
the votes of conscientious American
citizens to represent them in accepting
the tremendous responsibility of making
the laws which affect them and their
resources. Each succeeding bill sharp-
ens the issue of whether we would be re-
ducing or expanding or managing wisely
the remaining balance of resources
available to meet the Nation’s needs in
the years ahead. Consequently, the im-
portance of sound decisions—and the in-
herent danger of shortcuts—increases
geometrically with the effect these de-
cisions have on the remaining balance
of resources. I hope and pray that his-
tory will not find America wanting be-
cause of unwise actions we might take.

Mr. Chairman, great publicity has been
given by the executive branch over the
past year to its efforts to eliminate waste
in Government. God knows how badly
that is needed. But, the real issue with
which the Congress of the United States
should be wrestling is whether we are
achieving the most efficient allocation of
our resources, material and human.
This involves, first, a clear cataloging
of available resources, present and fu-
ture, and second, a determination, on a
priority basis, of our greatest needs as a
people. It involves formulation of crea-
tive and imaginative plans for meeting
such needs and the ascertainment and
evaluation of the resulting consequences
of each possible alternative. Achieving
the most efficient allocation of our re-
sources also involves analysis and choice
between existing programs and new pro-
posals, between investment and current
expense, between accomplishment by
Government and by private enterprise.
Such program evaluations are funda-
mental to attainment of wise and mean-
ingful conclusions. The manner and de-
gree of the use of the Nation's resources
will determine whether we are to become
a “have” or a “have not” nation.

Mr. Chairman, the 1965 rivers and har-
bors and flood control bill, as reported by
the Committee on Public Works, includes
a number of proposals which have not
been tested adequately against the prin-
ciples of sound stewardship I have just
mentioned. I question whether it is in
the best interest of ourselves, the Na-
tion, and future generations to take the
gamble these projects involve. There
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are three points in particular I wish
to discuss.

First. Title I provides for the planning
of a vast new complex of water storage,
conveyance, and purification works to
be accomplished solely by the Federal
Government through the Corps of En-
gineers. This extensive new scheme
comes almost immediately on the heels
of the Water Resources Planning Act—
Public Law 89-80—approved July 22,
1965. The principles embodied in the
Water Resources Planning Act have been
studied for decades and the concept of
that law has had the support of at least
the last four administrations. That act
clearly declares it to be “the policy of
the Congress to encourage the conserva-
tion, development, and utilization of wa-
ter and related land resources of the
United States on a comprehensive and
coordinated basis by the Federal Govern-
ment, States, localities, and private en-
terprise with the cooperation of all af-
fected Federal agencies, States, local gov-
ernments, individuals, corporations, busi-
ness enterprises, and others concerned,”
rather than having comprehensive water
resources planned unilaterally by one
agency. The Water Resources Planning
Act provides for establishment of river
basin commissions to prepare and coordi-
nate these comprehensive plans.

The need for studies of long-range
water requirements of the Northeastern
United States is unquestioned. But, the
proposed authorization for a unilateral
Federal study by the Corps of Engineers
represents a complete reversal of the
policy of comprehensive and coordinated
planning, expressed in a law hardly 2
months old. I think it is unprecedented
and the height of frivolity to assign full
responsibility to one Federal agency for
providing all facilities, including a new
function never before considered a Fed-
eral activity—purification and treatment
works—with the attendant abdication
by all other Federal agencies as well as
States, local governments, individuals,
corporations, business enterprises, and
others as described in Public Law 89-
80, without detailed analysis, evaluation,
and hearing. Such a sudden major re-
versal of the studies and travail which
resulted in the enactment of Public Law
89-80 would be shocking. Certainly the
conception in that law should be given a
fair opportunity to prove itself, or should
be, at least, assaulted directly, not cov-
ertly, so that all can understand what
is at stake.

Second. Section 201(a) of title II of
the bill would give blanket authority to
the Corps of Engineers to construct any
water resource develcpment project if
the estimated Federal first cost of con-
structing such project is less than $10
million. Appropriations for prosecution
of the work could not be made unless
approved by resolutions adopted by the
Committee on Public Works of the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives,
respectively.

For 145 years the Congress has insisted
on specific authorization of major works
of the Corps of Engineers. Without
careful examination of the need and jus-
tification for such a substantial de-
parture from historic procedure, a new
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practice is to be initiated. I know my
colleagues on the Public Works Com-
mittee possess great knowledge in this
field, but I seriously question whether
undertakings of this character and mag-
nitude should be prosecuted without the
regular procedure of hearing, review,
evaluation, consideration, and approval
of the entire Congress. The need for
such urgency has not been established.
Now that the Public Works Committee
seems to have adopted a policy of in-
troducing a river and harbor and flood
control bill each year, there is no need
for short-circuiting the established leg-
islative process.

The language of this provision is also
so broad as to encompass a scope of de-
velopment far beyond anything hereto-
fore considered to be within the purview
of the Federal responsibility. “Any”
water resource project would be eligible
and its total cost could be unlimited.
Only the “estimate” of its “Federal” first
cost could not exceed $10 million.

Third. Section 204 of title II would
authorize the Dickey-Lincoln School
project, St. John River in Maine. I em-
phasized earlier the importance to our-
selves and future generations that our
limited resources are used most efficiently
and have suggested the steps required to
be taken to guarantee that they are. I
find repeated support for this approach
in statements of executive branch offi-
cials. For example, Budget Director
Charles L. Schulize said in an article
in the Tax Foundation’s Tax Review,
dated August 1965:

The efficient allocation of resources in the
Federal sector of the economy requires * * *
a choice of the least-cost method of carrying
on a given program-—in other words, cost
reduction.

Our major need is a much wider applica-
tion of Improved methods, techniques, and
systems analysis to the definition of pro-
gram objectives, the measurement of per-
formance and the weighing of alternatives as
the basis for decislons.

The Dickey-Lincoln School project,
which will cost some $300 million or more
when basic electric transmission lines
are included is, for all intents and pur-
poses, totally a Federal power project.
Ninety-eight percent of the alleged bene-
fits are from electric power. Nine-tenths
of the remaining 2 percent of benefits
are for area redevelopment, leaving only
two-tenths of 1 percent, or $40,000 for
flood control, a traditional Corps of En-
gineer function. The project must be
evaluated, therefore, almost solely on
its power efficiency.

Mr. Chairman, I fully realize that our
hardworking and conscientious col-
leagues on the Public Works Committee
barely approved this project by a vote
of 18 to 15. I am not a member of that
distinguished committee but, having
served on the Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee for some 16 years, I think
my credentials are in order fo speak
with some knowledge on water resource
development and hydroelectric dams.
This St. John—Dickey-Lincoln School—
project, which has always been consid-
ered in connection with the discredited
Passamaquoddy project, has been ram-
rodded this far through Congress by Sec-
retary of the Interior Stewart Udall. Be-
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cause of their experience, the members
of the Public Works Committee may be
pretty familiar with the Corps of Engi-
neers, its activities, and its programs.
But, because of my experience, I may
know a little bit more about the Depart-
ment of the Interior, its activities, and
its programs, and let me assure eath and
every one of the Members here today
that some of the proposals and activities
of the Department of the Interior, as they
relate to the development of Federal
electric power, leave much to be desired.

Time and time again I have stood in
the well of this House to tell my col-
leagues about the almost unbelievable
attempts of the Department of the In-
terior to further the cause of public
power. I have discussed the millions of
dollars that are being lost annually by
the power marketing agencies of the de-
partment. Despite this tremendous an-
nual loss in every single one of its mar-
keting agencies, Secretary Udall glibly
tells the Public Works Committee—ac-
cording to the transeript of the hearings
before that group—that, of course, a new
power administration would have to be
created in New England to market the
power from the Dickey-Lincoln School
project. The Secretary also admitted
under careful cross-examination that no
attempt has yet been made by any official
of his Department to discuss with poten-
tial customers in New England the possi-
bilities of marketing this block of power.
This should be a startling revelation
about the slipshod way this project has
been conceived, nurtured, and foisted on
the Congress and the unsuspecting Amer-
ican public. It is not startling to me,

however, because I have dealt with that:

agency too closely too long.

Mr. Chairman, even in the report of
other Government agencies to the Secre-
tary of the Interior on the combined St.
John-Passamaquoddy project, some of
them admitted that alternative methods
of generation could and would produce
electric power more cheaply in New Eng-
land. In addition to the many admoni-
tions and expressions of Government
officials emphasizing how essential it is
to select the best way of doing things, the
need for comparing alternatives to show
the relative economic efficiency of a proj-
ect and available alternatives is set forth
in the administration’s statement of
“Policies, Standards, and Procedures in
the Formulation, Evaluation, and Re-
view of Plans for Use and Development of
Water and Related Land Resources’—
Senate Document No. 97. Chapter V,
paragraph C2, of that document states
that comprehensive plans shall be formu-
lated to include units and purposes which,
among other things, satisfy the follow-
ing criteria:

There is no more economical means, eval-
uated on a comparable basis, of accomplish-
ing the same purpose Or purposes which
could be precluded from development if the
plan were undertaken. This limitation re-
fers only to those alternative possibilities
that would be physically displaced or eco-
nomlcally precluded from development if the
project is undertaken.

The hearing record before the Public
Works Committee clearly establishes
that there are more economic alterna-
tives. The Department of the Interior
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reports on the project succinctly point
out that there are more economical
means than Dickey of producing power
in the New England area. Such other
means, however, are rejected because
there is no Federal authority to under-
take them. In other words, if the Federal
Government cannot do it, it is not an ac-
ceptable alternative. Such specious rea-
soning not only makes a mockery of the
comparability test, but also exposes the
real objectives of the Interior Depart-
ment—Federal power regardless of cost
or economics.

Non-Federal interests have confirmed
the findings of Interior that power can
be produced more economically by
nuclear energy and pumped storage, yet
the pressures to authorize this uneco-
nomic and ineficient proposed Federal
development persist. It has not even
been studied from the standpoint of
securing the best development of the re-
sources of the area.

This country cannot afford the luxury
of building the Dickey-Lincoln School
project, at least as presently conceived,
merely to advance a philosophical and
ideological ambition.

Mr. Chairman, I have briefly discussed
three major provisions of S. 2300, as re-
ported to the House of Representatives,
which involve fundamental policies of
Government as well as enormous ex-
penditures. There are other provisions in
the bill of similar import. This body, if
it is to act responsibly, must insist on a
much more careful review of their impli-
cations and potentials before giving
them its approval. It is pitiful that we
are about to embark on some of these
significant new ventures in such a casual
way. The time for demonstration of in-
terest, concern, and integrity is here.
I hope we will capitalize on this oppor-
tunity to make sound decisions and to
give statesmanlike direction to these
matters because if we fail to do so—

The moving finger writes; and, having writ,
Moves on: nor all our piety nor wit

Shall lure it back to cancel half a line,

Nor all our tears wash out a word of it.

Mr. Chairman, the St. John project
can and must be stricken from this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK].

The question was taken: and the
Chairman announced that in his opin-
ion the “noes” had it.

Mr., CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered; and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. CrLarx and
Mr. BLATNIK.

The Committee divided, and the tell-
ers reported that there were—ayes 132,
noes 130.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to di-
rect an inquiry to the committee, per-
haps the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
JonEgs].

I am concerned over the language
which appears at page 46, line 24 of the
bill, wherein it is stated in subparagraph
(3) that “the recommendations of the
Bureau of the Budget shall apply with
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respect to improvements for fish and
wildlife.”

The House report accompanying the
1966 public works appropriation bill
would prohibit certain purchases of land.

I quote from that report:

The committee has not approved the use
of any funds for the purchase of land in fee
for a sump area or a wildlife refuge on the
Yazoo Backwater project in Issaquena and
Warren Counties.

I may say that the report accompany-
ing the bill S. 2300 states that the Bureau
of the Budget recommends the acquisi-
tion of land for fish and wildlife purposes
in the Hillside floodway.

I would like to ask the gentleman
from Alabama this question. Is it in-
tended that the language in the Senate
bill, S. 2300, which I quoted a moment
ago overrides or vitiates or nullifies or
repeals the prohibition contained in the
report of the Committee on Appropria-
tions from which I quoted a moment ago?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, WILLIAMS. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr, JONES of Alabama. No; this
provision is not intended to override the
prohibition the gentleman refers to. It
has to do, instead, with the matter of
cost sharing between Federal and non-
Federal interests in land they would be
authorized to purchase.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am very grateful
to the gentleman for clarifying that for
me. I have one further question to ask
the gentleman. Do I understand that
future appropriations will have to be
made before they could purchase land as
purchased by this bill; is that correct?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. It certainly
would require an appropriation in order
to purchase this land.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the gentle-
man.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, KUNKEL

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. EUNKEL:
Page 44, after line 21, insert the following:

“The projects for Lazer Creek Reservolr,
Lower Auchumpkee Reservoir, and the proj-
ect for Spewrell Bluff Reservoir authorized
by the Act of December 30, 1963 (Public Law
88-253), are each modified to provide that a
private power company may construct, own,
operate, and maintain the hydroelectric
power facilities at such reservoir if, within
2 years of the date of enactment of this Act,
the Federal Power Commission (1) licenses
such company to do so in accordance with
the Federal Power Act, and other applicable
provisions of law, and (2) fixes, in accord-
ance with section 10(e) of the Federal Power
Act, the charges to be paid by the licensee
for use of the dam so as to reimburse the
Federal Government for project costs allo-
cated to power during the period of the
license. 'The operation and maintenance of
such hydroelectric power facilities by a pri-
vate power company shall be in accordance
with rules and regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of the Army."”

Mr. KUNEEL. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment which I have just offered
would provide for a joint Federal-private
development of the Flint River Basin,
Georgia, by the Federal Government and
a private power company. The joint de-
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velopment of the Flint River Basin will
promote a closer partnership between
government and private enterprise and
will result in a reduction in Federal ex-
penditures for the development of that
river.

In 1962, the Chief of Engineers rec-
ommerided a comprehensive plan for de-
velopment of the Flint River. This plan
included construction of the Spewrell
Bluff, Lazer Creek, and Lower Auchump-
kee Creek Dams and Reservoirs in the
headwaters for flood control, hydroelec-
tric power generation, general recreation
and fishing recreation, and two other
projects, primarily for navigation, below
Albany, Ga. The general plan was ap-
proved by Congress in 1963, but only the
construction of the Spewrell Bluff Dam
and Reservoir was authorized at that
time.

The bill now being considered would
authorize the other two headwater proj-
ects at Lazer Creek and Lower Auchump-
kee Creek at an estimated Federal cost
of $88,653,000. The total estimated cost
of these two projects and Spewrell Bluff
Dam and Reservoir is $156,455,000, of
which $52 million, or one-third of the
entire cost, is for construction of the
hydroelectric power features.

The amendment which I have offered
would provide that a private power com-
pany may construct, own, operate, and
maintain the hydroelectric power facili-
ties at each of these three reservoirs if,
within 2 years after the date of enact-
ment of this legislation, the Federal
Power Commisssion licenses such com-
pany to do so in accordance with the
Federal Power Act and other applicable
provisions of law, and fixes, in accord-
ance with section 10(e) of the Federal
Power Act, the charges to be paid by the
licensee for use of the dam so as to reim-
burse the Federal Government for proj-
ect costs allocated to power during the
period of the time of the license. The
operation and maintenance of such hy-
droelectric power facilities by a private
power company would be in accordance
with rules and regulations preseribed by
the Secretary of the Army.

Mr. Chairman, the Georgia Power Co.
has made a firm offer in hearings before
the committee to build, maintain, and
operate powerhouses, and incidental fa-
cilities at the three dams under FPC
license and in a manner satisfactory to
the Corps of Engineers. The company
would make annual payments which
would fully repay the Federal Govern-
ment for the project costs allocated to
power.

Mr. Chairman, the present and im-
mediately past Governors of Georgia
have gone on record as favoring a joint
project. The U.S. Study Commission,
Southeast River Basins, has recommend-
ed a joint venture. Local interests have
given overwhelming support for joint
development.

Joint construction of these three proj-
ects would result in a reduction in the
Federal investment of $52 million. Fur-
thermore, independent auditors have es-
timated that joint projects at these three
sites would generate over the 50-year
period of the projects approximately $41
million in additional Federal income
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taxes. In addition, the company would
pay the Government an estimated $2.3
million annually for use of the dams.

The State, counties, and school dis-
tricts would also substantially benefit.
State income taxes attributable to the
private portion of the projects over the
50-year period are estimated to be $4.5
million. State and county ad valorem
taxes are estimated at $20.5 million.

Mr. Chairman, Federal construction of
power generating facilities at the Spew~
rell Bluff, Lazer Creek, and Lower Au-
chumpkee Creek Dams and Reservoirs
is not warranted. Private investment,
in cooperation with the Federal Govern-
ment, can accomplish the purposes with
many additional public advantages.

Mr. Chairman, it is my sincere hope
that this amendment will be adopted.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KUNKEL
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr, CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KUNKEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. The amendment of the
genfleman from Pennsylvania would, of
course, permit the private power devel-
opment at these particular damsites,
would it not? I speak of the three dam-
sites in the authorization. Would not
that action be consistent with the rec-
ommendation of the Resource Advisory
Board of the Southeast River Basin of
which Georgia is a participant? They
have recommended that that be done on
a partnership basis with private power
companies putting in the facilities
needed for power development and the
Federal Government putting in the fa-
cilities needed for the necessary rivers,
harbors, and flood control development.
Is that not correct?

Mr. KUNKEL. That is correct.

Most importantly, it would enable the
river development to go right along as
planned.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment and move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. KunkeL] for a variety
of reasons, foremost among which is that
if there is any sphere of activity in this
Nation where the Federal Government
has an undisputed right to participate in
a full development, if it so desires, it is
in the development, construction, and
operation of multiple-purpose river de-
velopment projects. This is exactly the
type of project involved here, in a three-
dam complex, each of which is a multi-
ple-purpose dam of which hydroelectric
power generation is one phase, naviga-
tion is another phase, flood confrol is
another, and recreation is an additional
phase.

Mr. ALBERT, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FLYNT. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Oklahoma, the majority
leader.

Mr. ALBERT. I agree with the dis-
tinguished gentleman. It seems to me
it would be a tragedy in the development
of these resources if we only partially
developed them. If power, flood control,
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and recreation are all justified, why not
develop them so that their full potential
can be realized ?

Mr. FLYNT. I thank the distin-
guished majority leader for his com-
ments and for his contribution.

This project is one which is an in-
vestment in the future. It is an invest-
ment in the future development of this
particular area just as it is an investment
in the development of the United States
of America.

This is a full payout project. The
benefit-to-cost ratio exceeds unity. The
benefit-to-cost ratio on the 3-dam com-
plex stands at better than 1.3 to 1, which
means for every dollar invested $1.30
will be paid back in benefits.

We feel that this is a measure which
has long been pending in the Congress
of the United States, one to which the
House Committee on Public Works and
the Senate Committee on Public Works
have given serious study over the years.

I heartily subscribe to this develop-
ment, and I endorse the language of the
committee bill, which provides for full
Federal development of the Flint River.

The language of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania would do more than affect the
projects which are contained in this bill.
It would have the effect of deauthorizing
a project which was authorized in De-
cember of 1963.

I urge the rejection of the amend-
ment and the passage of S. 2300 includ-
ing the language of the Committee on
Public Works, which provides for full
Federal development on this project
which is very important to our State and
our Nation.

Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment and
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I have previously testi-
fied before the Committee on Public
Works and spoken in general debate on
this bill, and I am wholeheartedly in
favor of the full development of the
Flint River.

The question raised by this amend-
ment, however, is not whether the Flint
River shall be developed, but how it can
best be developed.

Under this amendment, private power
would be given permission to participate
in the development of the great Flint
River.

Although I enthusiastically support
this amendment, I have hesitated to
speak in its behalf, because I have want-
ed to assure myself that I am represent-
ing all of my constituents and not just
representing one particular company. I
say this because for the last few years,
and up until the time I was elected to
this Congress, I served as a Member of
the Board of Directors of the Georgia
Power Co., and this is the private power
company which serves this area, the
company that could be affected by this
amendment, .

On further reflection, however, I have
felt that I should speak on this amend-
ment for a number of reasons. First,
although my service on the power com-
pany board might tend to influence my
judgment, this same service has certainly
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given me firsthand knowledge of the
faets in this case.

Second and more important to me,
millions of dollars of tax money for my
constituents and yours will go into this
project. Thus I feel that I have an ob-
ligation to them and to all of the citi-
zens of this country to try to save that
tax money.

The Georgia Power Co. has had a
long-standing interest in all Georgia
rivers and specifically in the Flint River.
As early as 1909 the company began to
purchase land and flood rights at the
sites of the very dams mentioned in this
amendment. Throughout the years the
Georgia Power Co. has built 17 separate
dams to complement its steam genera-
tion plants with hydroelectric peaking
capacity. The company has always
been ready to build additional dams as
this peaking power capacity was needed.
In 1961 the company requested a pre-
liminary permit from the Federal Power
Commission to survey the Flint River in
the hope of being granted permission for
a private development of the river at no
expense to the taxpayer. Unfortunately,
this request was turned down by the
Commission because the Corps of Engi-
neers was studying the project. Now the
Georgia Power Co, has made a firm offer
to build, maintain, and operate the
powerhouses on the Flint River. It is
estimated that this will save the taxpay-
ers a minimum of $52 million. It was
pointed out by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania that additional payments
in addition to that will save another $181
million over a 150-year period.

I agree with the majority leader that
it would be a tragedy if this river were
not fully developed, but it can be by the
power company and the Government in
partnership.

The Governor of Georgia, Mr. Sanders,
favors the joint participation by private
power in this development. The im-
mediate past governor of Georgia, Mr.
Vandiver, favored this development.
The Georgia Waterways Commission,
which is the official agency of the State
of Georgia charged with the develop-
ment of its rivers, favors it. The U.S.
Study Commission, on the southeast
river basins, rendered a comprehensive
report in favor of joint development.
Many mayors, councils, county commis-
sions, and groups in the Flint River area
have gone on record in favor of joint de-
velopment. They are particularly in-
terested in the local ad valorem taxes
that would be developed by private power
development and ownership of these
projects.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment does
not require a single thing. It just gives
the private power company the chance
to bid and prove its case. If they can
prove their case to the Federal Power
Commission, then they have an oppor-
tunity to participate.

Mr. Vinson, when he offered a simi-
lar proposal in the House, had language
that would make private development
mandatory. This is merely permissive
for private power to participate.

Mr. Chairman, the time has come for
all of us who are for saving the taxpayers’
money and for free enterprise to stand
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up. The time is now, and I wholeheart-
edly support this amendment.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAWAY. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. The amount of Federal
taxpayer money involved in this amend-
ment is $52 million. Is that correct?

Mr. CALLAWAY. That is the esti-
mate. Yes.

Mr. CRAMER. This is the opportu-
nity for those who are worried about the
cost of this Government, which is going
up constantly, particularly with the de-
fense effort needed now, to save $52 mil-
lion with this one amendment and let
private enterprise do what they can ad-
mittedly do and what the people in
Georgia say should be done on this proj-
ect. This is the time for them to act.

Mr. CALLAWAY. That is correct.
This will save $52 million at this time
and throughout all the years of taxpay-
ing will save much more. That is correct.

Mr. CRAMER. The gentleman has
made an outstanding contribution to this
debate and I congratulate him.

Mr. TUTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr., Chairman, the committee went
into a detailed study of the Flint River
project. We were thoroughly convinced
in the Committee on Public Works that
it would be in the best interests of all
concernec to develop this river as a Fed-
eral project. In this particular area of
Georgia the rivers run red with the soils
of the surrounding hillsides. We expect
to take this development further down
the river in years to come and do not
want to be involved in any long-term
agreements with private power com-
Ppanies which might in some way hamper
future development.

I urge that we support the committee
and defeat the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KuNkeL].

The question was taken; and the

an announced that the “noes”
had it.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. KunNgeL and
Mr. BLATNIK.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
igiorted that there were—ayes 87, noes

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The CLERk. Page 78, line 1:

TITLE III—RIVERS AND HARBORS

Sec. 301. The following works of imprave-
ment of rivers and harbors and other water-
ways for navigation, flood control, and other
purposes are hereby adopted and authorized
to be prosecuted under the direction of the
Secretary of the Army and supervision of the
Chief of Engineers, In accordance with the
plans and subject to the conditions recom-
mended by the Chief of Engineers in the
respective reports hereinafter designated.
The provisions of section 1 of the River and
Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945 (Public
Law Numbered 14, Seventy-ninth Congress,
first session), shall govern with respect to
projects authorized in this title; and the
procedures therein set forth with respect to
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plans, proposals, or reports for works of im-
provement for navigation or flood control
angd for irrigation and purposes incidental
thereto, shall apply as if herein set forth in
full,

Navigation

Weymouth-Fore and Town Rivers, Boston
Harbor, Massachusetts: House Document
Numbered 247, Eighty-eighth Congress, at
an estimated cost of $12,500,000;

Providence River and Harbor, Rhode
Island: Senate Document Numbered 93,
Eighty-eighth Congress, at an estimated cost
of $13,800,000;

Rondout Harbor, New York: House Docu-
ment Numbered 288, Eighty-ninth Congress,
at an estimated cost of $20,000;

New York and New Jersey Channels-En-
trance to Kill Van EKull from Upper New
York Bay: House Document Numbered 108,
Eighty-ninth Congress, at an estimated cost
of $2,581,000;

New York Harbor, New York (Anchorage
Areas): Senate Document Numbered 17,
Elghty-ninth Congress, at an estimated cost
of $44,852,000;

Shrewsbury Rlver, New Jersey: House Doc-
ument Numbered 274, Eighty-ninth Con-
gress, at an estimated cost of $4,090,000;

Tred Avon River, Talbot County, Mary-
land: House Document Numbered 225,
Eighty-ninth Congress, at an estimated cost
of $323,000;

Potomac and Anacostia Rlvers—Removal
of Drift in the Washington Metropolitan
Area: House Document Numbered 286,
Eighty-ninth Congress, maintenance;

Channel to Newport News and Norfolk
Harbor, Hampton Roads, Virginia: House
Document Numbered 143, Eighty-ninth Con-
gress, at an estimated cost of $7,095,000;

Channel to Newport News, Norfolk Harbor,
and Thimble Shoal Channel, Virginia:
House Document Numbered 187, Eighty-
ninth Congress, at an estimated cost of
$25,600,000;

Hampton Creek, Virginia: House Docu-
ment Numbered 201, Eighty-ninth Congress,
modification of items of local cooperation;

Cape Fear River, North Carolina: House
Document Numbered 252, BEighty-ninth Con-
gress, at an estimated cost of $1,610,000;

Savannah Harbor, Georgia: House Docu-
ments Numbered 226 and 263, Eighty-ninth
Congress, at an estimated cost of $13,569,000.
The plan recommended by the Chief of Engi-
neers in House Document Numbered 263,
Eighty-ninth Congress, shall include facili-
ties to mitigate damages to presently im-
proved areas southeast of the Savannah Wild-
life Refuge at an estimated additional cost
of $40,000. The Chief of Engineers may in-
clude additional facilities to mitigate dam-
ages to additional lands southeast of the
Savannah Wildlife Refuge if he determines
them to be necessary and Justified, at an
estimated additional cost of $60,000. All
such facilities to mitigate damages shall be
maintained by local interests.

Jacksonville Harbor, Florida: House Docu-
ment Numbered 214, Eighty-ninth Congress,
at an estimated cost of $8,484,000;

Ponce de Leon Inlet, Florida: House Docu-
ment Numbered T4, Eighty-ninth Congress,
at an estimated cost of $1,104,000;

Broward County and Hillsboro Inlet,
Florida: House Document Numbered 91,
Eighty-ninth Congress, at an estimated cost
of $1,093,000;

East Pass Channel from the Gulf of Mexico
into Choctawhatchee Bay, Florida: House
Document Numbered 194, Eighty-eighth
Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,151,000;

Perdido Pass Channel, Alabama: Senate
Document Numbered 94, Eighty-eighth Con-
gress, at an estimated cost of £625,000;

Bayou La Batre, Alabama: House Docu-
ment Numbered 327, Eighty-eighth Congress,
at an estimated cost of £262,000;
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Mermentau River, Louisiana: House Docu-
ment Numbered 239, Eighty-ninth Congress,
at an estimated cost of $2,690,000;

Alpens Harbor, Michigan: House Docu-
ment Numbered 151, Eighty-eighth Congress,
at an estimated cost of $806,000. In order to
compensate for existing low water levels in
Lake Huron, an additional inerement of one
foot in channel depth is hereby authorized,

Frankfort Harbor, Michigan: Senate Docu-
ment Numbered 16, Eighty-ninth Congress,
at an estimated cost of £237,000;

Lexington Harbor, Michigan: House Docu-
ment Numbered 301, Eighty-eighth Congress,
at an estimated cost of 570,000, except that
the modified recommendations of the Chief
of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army,
contained in letter of April 5, 1965, from the
Department of the Army to the Committee
on Public Works of the United States Senate,
shall apply with respect to recreational fish-
ing facilities on the main breakwater;

Baginaw River, Michigan: House Document
Numbered 240, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an
estimated cost of 8437,000;

Cedar River Harbor, Michigan: House Doc-
ument Numbered 243, Eighty-ninth Congress,
at an estimated cost of $5664,000;

Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio: House Document
Numbered 268, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an
estimated cost of $1,840,000;

Rocky River Harbor, Ohio: House Docu-
ment Numbered 352, Eighty-eighth Congress,
at an estimated cost of $235,000.

The project for Lorain Harbor, Ohlo, au-
thorized in section 101 of the River and Har-
bor Act of 1860 (Public Law 86-645; T4 Stat.
480) is hereby modified to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, to construct a steel bulkhead at
cut numbered 1. Local interests shall con-
tribute to the cost of the project an amount
equal to the value of the land on the date of
the original authorization of this project that
would have been required for cut numbered 1,
but for this modification.

West Harbor, Ohio: House Document Num-
bered 245, Eighty-eighth Congress, at an esti-
mated cost of $544,000;

Indiana Harbor, Indiana: House Document
Numbered 227, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an
estimated cost of §96,000;

Burns Waterway Harbor, Indiana: House
Document Numbered 160, Eighty-eighth Con-~
gress, at an estimated cost of $25,000,000. In
view of the willingness of the State of Indi-
ana to construct, maintain, and operate a
deep-draft public harbor in that vicinity,
there is hereby authorized to be appropri-
ated a monetary contribution toward the con-
struction cost of such a harbor according to
a design agreed upon by the Secretary of the
Army and the State of Indiana, subject to
the following conditions: (1) The amount of
such contribution shall be determined by the
Secretary of the Army, in cooperation with
the State of Indiana, and approved by the
President; (2) such amount shall not exceed
the cost to the United States of constructing
an equivalent Federal harbor at the same
site; (2) prior to the time that the monetary
contribution, or any part thereof, is made
available to the State of Indiana the Secre-
tary of the Army and the State of Indiana
shall have entered into an agreement provid-
ing for the operation of the harbor essen-
tially as it would be operated by the Secretary
of the Army had it been constructed as a Fed-
eral harbor; (4) no fees or tolls shall be
charged for entrance to the outer harbor; (5)
any other fees or charges collected by the
State of Indiana shall not be used to cover
any part of the contribution made by the
Federal Government under this Act; (6) any
funds appropriated under this authorization
shall be administered by the Secretary of the
Army and made avallable to the State of
Indiana over the period of construction in
proportion to the proposed annual expendi-
tures of the State for construction of the
outer harbor; and (7) at least sixty days prior

September 22, 1965

to the date on which the Secretary of the
Army makes available to the State of Indiana
the initial installment of the monetary con-
tribution authorized by thls Act, he ghall
submit to the Committees on Public Works of
the Senate and the House of Representatives
a letter report setting forth the basis for his
determination under clause (1) above. Un-
less construction of the harbor is initiated
within five years from the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the authority for the mone-
tary contribution contained in this para-
graph shall expire. Neither this paragraph
nor the construction authorized by this para-
graph shall adversely affect or otherwise
prejudice the establishment of all or any
part of the Indiana dunes as a national lake-
shore.

Chocolate Bayou, Texas: House Document
Numbered 217, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an
estimated cost of §1,254,000;

Houston Ship Channel (Greens Bayou),
Texas: House Document Numbered 257,
Elghty-ninth Congress, at an estimated cost
of $470,000;

Trinity River and tributaries, Texas: House
Document Numbered 276, Eighty-ninth Con-
gress, including navigation, except that the
recommendations of the Board of Engineers
for Rivers and Harbors, dated March 14, 1963,
shall apply, and there s hereby authorized
$83,000,000 for initiation and partial accom-
plishment of the project.

San Francisco Bay to Stockton, California:
House Document Numbered 208, Eighty-
ninth Congress, at an estimated cost of
$46,85638,000. The works for wavewash pro-
tection within the limits of the modified San
Joaguin River navigation project shall be
repaired or restored by the United States as
determined to be necessary by the Secretary
of the Army over the life of the project.

Crescent City Harbor, California: House
Document Numbered 264, Eighty-ninth Con-
gress, at an estimated cost of $1,980,000;

Bodega Bay, California: House Document
Numbered 106, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an
estimated cost of $853,000;

Port San Luis, San Luis Obispo Harbor,
California: House Document Numbered 148,
Eighty-eighth Congress, at an estimated cost
of $6,360,000;

Oceanside Harbor, California: House Docu-
ment Numbered 76, Eighty-ninth Congress,
maintenance. The Secretary of the Army
is authorized to reimburse local Interests
for any work done by such interests on such
project after August 1, 1965, if he approves
such work as being in accordance with the
project as otherwise authorized.

Port Orford, Oregon: Senate Document
Numbered 62, Eighty-eighth Congress, at an
estimated cost of $696,000;

Chetco River, Oregon: Senate Document
Numbered 21, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an
estimated cost of $1,308,000;

Tillamook Bay and Bar, Oregon: Senate
Document Numbered 43, Eighty-ninth Con-
gress at an estimated cost of $9,000,000;

Edmonds Harbor, Washington: House Doc-
ument Numbered 147, Eighty-eighth Con-
gress, maintenance;

Coasts of the Hawallan Islands, harbors for
light-draft vessels, Hawail: House Document
Numbered 3853, Eighty-eighth Congress; at
an estimated cost of $4,737,000;

Honokahau Harbor, Hawaii: House Docu-
ment Numbered 68, Eighty-ninth Congress,
at an estimated cost of £680,000;

Honolulu Harbor and Barbers Point Har-
bor, Oahu, Hawall: House Document Num-
bered 93, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an esti-
mated cost of $9,928,000;

Kawalhae Harbor, Hawali: House Docu-
ment Numbered 75, Eighty-ninth Congress,
at an estimated cost of $2,291,000;

Beach erosion
Cliff Walk, Newport, Rhode Island: House
Document Numbered 228, Eighty-ninth Con=-
gress, at an estimated cost of $340,000;
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Perth Amboy, New Jersey: House Docu-
‘ment Numbered 186, Eighty-ninth Congress,
at an estimated cost of $82,000;

Atlantic City, New Jersey: House Docu-
ment Numbered 325, Eighty-eighth Congress,
periodic nourishment;

Hunting Island Beach, South Carolina:
House Document Numbered 323, Eighty-
elghth Congress, at an estimated cost of
$318,000;

Duval: County, Florida: House Document
Numbered 273, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an
estimated cost of $2,266,000;

Fort Plerce, Florida: House Document
Numbered 84, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an
estimated cost of $220,000;

Evanston, Illinois: House Document Num-
bered 159, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an esti-
mated cost of $392,000;

Haleiva Beach, Oahu, Hawali: House Docu-~
ment Numbered 107, Eighty-ninth Congress,
at an estimated cost of $572,000;

Waikiki Beach, Hawaii: House Document
Numbered 104, Eighty-ninth Congress, at an
estimated cost of $2,490,000.

Sec, 302. Section 104 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 207, 300), as
amended by section 104 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1173, 1180), is
hereby further amended to read as follows:

“Sec, 104, (a) There is hereby authorized
a comprehensive program to provide for con-
trol and progressive eradication of water-
hyacinth, alligatorweed, FEurasion water-
milfoil, and other obnoxious aguatic plant
growths, from the navigable waters, tribu-
tary streams, connecting channels, and other
allled waters of the United States, in the
combined interest of navigation, flood con-
trol, drainage, agriculture, fish and wildlife
conservation, public health, and related pur-
poses, Including continued research for de-
velopment of the most effective and eco-
nomic control measures, to be administered
by the Chief of Engineers, under the direc-
tion of the Secretary of the Army, in co-
operation with other Federal and State agen-
cles. Local interests shall agree to hold and
save the United States free from claims that
may occur from control operations and to
participate to the extent 'of 30 per centum
of the cost of such operations. Costs for
research and planning undertaken pursuant
to the authorities of this section shall be
borne fully by the Federal Government.

“(b) There are authorized to be appro-
priated such amounts, not in excess of $5,-
000,000 annually, as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this section. Any
such funds employed for control operations
shall be allocated by the Chief of Engineers
on a priority basis, based upon the urgency
and need of each area, and the availability
of local funds.”

Sec. 303. The consent of Congress is hereby
granted for the purposes of section 9 of the
Act of March 3, 1899 (33 U.S.C. 401), to the
State of Pennsylvania, to construct a dam
on the Susquehanna River, downstream from
the Bainbridge Street Bridge at Sunbury,
Pennsylvania.

Sec. 304. The Secretary of the Army is
hereby authorized and directed to cause sur-
veys to be made at the following locations
and subject to all applicable provisions of
?gggton 110 of the River and Harbor Act of

Jonesport Harbor, Maine,

Blue Hill Harbor, Maine,

Great and Little Bays and their tributaries,
New Hampshire, and adjoining tributaries of
the Piscataqua River, New Hampshire and
Maine, with a view to determining the ad-
visability of providing improvements in the
interest of navigation and allied purposes.

Niagara River, New York, with respect to
nature and extent of measures necessary to
preserve and enhance the scenic beauty of
the American Falls,

Great Lakes and Salnt Lawrence Seaway:
Investigation and study of means of extend-
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ing the navigation season on the waterways
at an estimated cost not to exceed $75,000.
Report to Include a full and complete in-
vestigation and study of waterway deicing
systems, including a review of any previous
pertinent reports by the Department of the
Army, any available information from any of
the other Departments of the Government,
and waterway deicing methods in use by pri-
vate concerns and foreign governments, for
the purpose of determining the practicabil-
ity, means, and economic justification for ex-
tending the navigation season on the Great
Lakes (including connecting channels and
harbors) and the Saint Lawrence Seaway
by eliminating ice conditions to the extent
possible. The Chlef of Engineers may sub-
mit such interim reports as may be deemed
advisable, and shall submit his final reports,
together with his recommendations for such
legislation and administrative actions as he
may deem advisable, not later than two years
after funds are made avallable for the study.

Lake Dauterive and Chareton Floodgate,
Louisiana.

Dickinson Bayou, Texas.

Manchester Harbor, Washington.

Gulfport Harbor, Mississippi.

Calumet River, Illinois,

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, from about
mile 20 West of Harvey Lock to U.S. High-
way No. 90 in vicinity of Boutte, Louisiana.

Intracoastal Waterway from the Caloosa-
hatchee River to the Withlacoochee River,
Florida, with a view to determining the ad-
visability of modifying the project, with par-
ticular reference to provision for a side chan-
nel or connecting channel improvement
through Cross Bayou to Old Tampa Bay, in
the vicinity of Howard Frankland Bridge, for
navigation, flood control, and related pur-
poses.

San Francisco County, California (beach
erosion).

Lake Michigan Shoreline, Milwaukee Coun-
ty, Michigan (beach erosion).

Indian River County, Florida (beach ero-
sion).

Sec. 305. The first proviso in the para-
graph which begins “James River, Virginia:"
in section 101 of the River and Harbor Act
of 1862 (Public Law 87-874) is amended by
striking out “after a period of five years from
the date of approval of this Act unless the
Governor of Virginia has endorsed the proj-
ect within that time'” and inserting in lieu
thereof “October 23, 1971, unless the Gover-
nor of Virginia has endorsed the project by
that date”,

SEec. 306. Section 107 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 1174) is amended
by striking out “$5,000" and inserting in lieu
thereof “$22,000".

SEc. 307. That portlon of the East River,
in New York County, State of New York, ly-
ing between the south line of East Seven-
teenth Street, extended eastwardly, the
United States plerhead line as it existed on
July 1, 1965, and the south line of East
Thirtieth Street, extended eastwardly, is
hereby declared to be not a navigable water
of the United States within the meaning of
the Constitution and the laws of the United
States.

Sec. 308. The old channel of the River
Railsin in Monroe County, Michigan, lylng
between the Monroe Harbor range front light
and Ralsin Point, its entrance into Lake
Erie, is declared to be not a navigable stream
of the United States within the meaning of
the Constitution and the laws of the United
States, and the consent of Congress is here-
by given for the filling in of the old channel
by the riparian owners on such channel.

BEec. 309. Section 111 of the River and Har-
bor Act of 18958 (72 Stat. 303) is amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 111. Whenever, during the construc-
tion or reconstruction of any navigation,
flood control, or related water development
project under the direction of the Secretary
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of the Army, the Chief of Engineers deter-
mines that any structure or facility owned
by an agency of government and utilized in
the performance of a governmental function
should be protected, altered, reconstructed,
relocated, or replaced to meet the require-
ments of navigation or fiood control, or both;
or to preserve the safety or integrity of such
facility when its safety or usefulness is
determined by the Chief of Engineers to be
adversely affected or threatend by the project,
the Chief of Engineers may, if he deems such
action to be in the public interest, enter into
a contract providing for (1) the payment
from appropriations made for the construe-
tion or maintenance of such project of the
reasonable cost of replacing, relocating, or
reconstructing such facility to such standard
as he deems reasonable but not to exceed
the minimum standard of the State or polit-
ical subdivision for the same type of facility
involved, except that if the existing facility
exceeds the minimum standard of the State
or political subdivision, the Chief of Engi-
neers may provide a facility of comparable
standard, or (2) the payment of a lump sum
representing the estimated reasonable cost
thereof. This section shall not be con-
strued as modifying any existing or future
requirement of local cooperation, or as in-
dicating a policy that local interests shall
not hereafter be required to assume costs of
modifying such facilities. The provisions
of this section may be applied to projects
hereafter authorized and to those heretofore
authorized but not completed as of July 3,
1958, and notwithstanding the navigation
servitude vested in the United States, they
may be applied to such structures or facil-
ities occupying the beds of navigable waters
of the United States.”

SEc. 310. (a) (1) Subsection (a) of section
107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33
U.8.C. 677) is amended by striking out "$2,-
000,000 and inserting in lieu thereof *$10,-
000,000". '

(2) Subsection (b) of such section 107 is
amended by striking out “$200,000” and in-
serting in lieu thereof *“$500,000".

(b) Section 3 of the Act entitled “An Act
authorizing Federal participation in the cost
of protecting the shores of publicly owned
property’, approved August 13, 1946, as
amended (33 U.S.C. 426g), is amended (1)
by striking out “$3,000,000” and inserting in
lieu thereof “$10,000,000", and (2) by striking
out “$400,000" and inserting in lieu thereof
“$500,000".

(c) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall not apply to any project under
contract for construction on the date of the
enactment of this Act.

Sec. 311. The project for Calumet Harbor
and River, Illinois and Indiana, as authorized
by section 101 of the River and Harbor Act of
1962 (76 Stat. 1173), is modified in order
to authorize the Chief of Engineers, under
the direction of the Secretary of the Army,
to provide at Federal cost (1) such protection
for the Elgin, Joliet, and Eastern Rallway
bridge over the Calumet River, Chicago,
Illinois, as is necessary to permit dredging of
the full width of the south draw to the depth
of twenty-seven feet, (2) such temporary
protection for the center pier and the south
abutment of the New York, Chicago, and
Saint Louis Railroad bridge (Nickel Plate) as
is necessary to permit dredging of the full
width of the south bridge draw to the depth
of twenty-seven feet prior to its replace-
ment, and (3) such modification of the
channel limits as is necessary to insure full
use of each such draw.

Sec. 312. (a) The Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is
authorized and directed to make a complete
investigation and study of water utilization
and control of the Chesapeake Bay Basin,
including the waters of the Baltimore Harbor
and including, but not limited to, the fol-
lowing: navigation, fisheries, flood control,
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control of noxious weeds, water pollution,
water quality control, beach erosion, and
recreatlon. In order to carry out the pur-
poses of this section, the Secretary, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, shall con-
struct, operate, and maintain in the State of
Maryland a hydraulic model of the Ches-
apeake Bay Basin and associated technical
center. Such model and center may be uti-
lized, subject to such terms and conditions
as the Secretary deems necessary, by any
department, agency, or instrumentality of
the Federal Government or of the States of
Maryland, Virginia, and Pennsylvania, in
connection with any research, investigation,
or study being carried on by them of any
aspect of the Chesapeake Bay Basin. The
study authorized by this sectlon shall be
given priority.

(b) There is authorized to be appropriated
not to exceed $8,500,000 to carry out this
section.

Sec. 313. (a) The Act approved December
21, 1944 (58 Stat. 846), authorizing the City
of Clinton Bridge Commission to acquire,
construct, maintain, and operate a bridge
or bridges, including approaches thereto,
across the Mississippi River at or near the
cities of Clinton, Iowa, and Fulton, Illinois, is
hereby revived and reenacted. This section
(including the amendments made by this
section) shall be null and void insofar as it
authorizes the construction of a bridge or
bridges unless actual construction thereof
be commenced within three years and com-
pleted within five years from the date of the
enactment of this section.

(b) Section 5 of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 5. (a) The commission and its suc-
cessors and assigns are hereby authorized to
provide for the payment of the cost of such
bridge, or bridges as may be acquired, re-
constructed, or constructed, as herein pro-
vided, and approaches (including the ap-
proach highways, which, in the judgment of
the commission, it is necessary or advisable
to construct or cause fto be constructed to
provide suitable and adequate connections
with existing improved highways) and the
necessary land easements and appurtenances
thereto, by an issue or issues of negotiable
bonds of the commission, bearing interest,
payable semiannually, at the rate of not
more than 6 per centum per annum, the prin-
cipal and interest of which bonds shall be
payable solely from the funds provided in
accordance with this Act, and such payments
may be further secured by mortgage of the
bridge or bridges. All such bonds may be
registrable as to principal alone or both prin-
cipal and interest, shall be payable as to prin-
cipal within not to exceed twenty-five years
from the date thereof, shall be in such de-
nominations, shall be executed in such man-
ner, and shall be payable in such medium and
at such place or places as the commission
may determine, and the face amount thereof
shall be co calculated as to produce, at the
price of their sale, the cost of the bridge or
bridges, acquired or constructed, and ap-
proaches and the land easements, and ap-
purtenances used in connection therewith,
when added to any other funds made avail-
able to the commission for the use of said
purposes. The commission may reserve the
right to redeem any or all of sald bonds be-
fore maturity in such manner and at such
price or prices not exceeding 105 and accrued
interest as may be fixed by the commission
prior to the issuance of the bonds. Subject
to the provisions of any prior contracts or
obligations the commission may disburse
any available bridge revenues or other funds
or borrow money and issue its negotiable in-
terest-bearing notes in evidence thereof to
defray the cost of designing, engineering, and
planning a new bridge or bridges under this
Act and acquire lands for the location and
approaches thereto, provided that all notes
evidencing the funds so borrowed, if not
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previously paid from such bridge revenues,
shall be repald from the proceeds of the
bonds of the commission when issued for
account of such new bridge or bridges. In
the event the commission issues notes as
hereinbefore in this section provided and
said notes have not been otherwise pald and
a new bridge or bridges are not bulilt, said
notes shall be paid from revenues derived
from the operation of any other bridge or
bridges owned by the commission, subject
to the obligation of payment of all outstand-
ing indebtedness for which said revenues
have been therefore pledged. The commis-
slon when it deems it advisable may issue
refunding bonds to refinance any outstand-
ing bonds, and to pay any other indebtedness
of the commission, at maturity or before
maturity when called for redemption, and
may include, as a part of an issue of bonds
to provide for the cost of a bridge to be con-
structed under this Act, sufiiclent additional
bonds bearing interest at a rate or rates
not exceeding 6 per centum per annum to
refinance any outstanding bonds and notes
at maturity or before maturity when called
for redemption. The commission may enter
into an agreement with any bank or trust
company in the United States as trustee
having the power to make such agreement,
setting forth the duties of the commission
in respect to the acquisition, comstruction,
maintenance, operation, repair, and insur-
ance of the bridge or bridges, the conserva-
tion and application of all funds, the secu-
rity for the payment of the bonds, the safe-
guarding of money on hand or on deposit,
and the rights and remedies of sald trustee
and the holders of the bonds, restricting the
individual right of action of the bondholders
as is customary in trust agreements respect-
ing bonds of corporations. Such trust agree-
ment may contain such provisions for pro-
tecting and enforcing the rights and rem-
edies of the trustee and the bondholders as
may be reasonable and proper and not in-
consistent with the law.

“{b) Such bonds may be sold at not less
than par after public advertisement for bids
to be opened publicly at the time and place
stated in such advertisement and at the
price bid which will yield the greatest return
to the commission for the bonds to be sold.
Buch advertisement for bids shall be pub-
lished at least once each week for at least
two consecutive weeks in a newspaper or
finanecial journal having recognized circula-
tion among bidders for bonds of the type and
character offered. The price to be paid for
the bridge or bridges acquired hereunder
shall not exceed the reasonable value there-
of as determined by the commission at the
time of acquisition. The cost of the bridge to
be constructed as provided herein, together
with the approaches and approach highways,
shall be deemed to include interest during
construction of the bridge and for twelve
months thereafter, and all engineering, legal,
financing, architectural, traffic surveying,
condemnation, and other expenses incident
to the bridge and the acquisition of the nec-
essary property, including the cost of ac-
quiring existing franchises and riparian
rights relating to the bridge, as well as the
cost of abandonment or dismantlement of
any existing bridge to be replaced thereby.
If the proceeds of the bonds shall exceed the
cost as finally determined, the excess shall be
placed in the fund hereafter provided to pay
the principal and interest of such bonds,
Prior to the preparation of definitive bonds
the commission may, under like restrictions,
issue temporary bonds or may, under like
restrictions, issue temporary bonds or in-
terim certificates without coupons, of any
denominations whatsoever, exchangeable for
definitive bonds when such bonds that have
been executed are ayailable for delivery.”

(c) Subsection (a) of sectlon 8 of such
Act of December 21, 1944, as amended, is
amended by striking out “the bonds and in-
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terest,” and inserting in lieu thereof: “the
bonds, the notes issued under section 5 of
this Act, and the interest,”.

(d) The right to alter, amend, or repeal
this section is hereby expressly reserved.

Sec. 314. The Act entitled “An Act creating
the Muscatine Bridge Commission and au-
thorizing said Commission and its successors
to acquire by purchase or condemnation and
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge
or bridges across the Mississippi River at or
near the city of Muscatine, Iowa, and the
town of Drury, Illincis”, approved July 26,
1956 (70 Stat. 669), as amended by the Act
of April 27, 1962 (76 Stat. 59), is amended
by inserting immediately after section 14 the
following new section:

“Sec. 15. The Commission and its succes-
sors and assigns are authorized to construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge and ap-
proaches thereto across the Mississippl River
at or near the city of Muscatine, Iowa, and
the town of Drury, Illinois, subject to the
provisions of this Act; except that the au-
thority granted by this section shall cease
and be null and void unless the actudl con-
struction of such bridge is commenced with-
in three years and completed within five years
from the date of enactment of this section.”

Sec. 315. The Secretary of the Army shall
transmit to the Committees on Public Works
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives not later than June 30, 1968, a sug-
gested draft of legislation revising and codi-
fying the general and permanent laws relat-
ing to civil works projects by the Corps of
Engineers for navigation, beach erosion con-
trol, flood control, and related water re-
sources development. The Secretary shall
also submit a report explaining the proposed
legislation, and making speeific reference to
each change in or omission of any provision
of existing law.

See. 316. The Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, shall make
a study of the need for, and the feasibility of,
the Federal Government reimbursing States,
political subdivisions thereof, and other pub-
lie entities, for expenditures incurred by them
in connection with authorized projects for
improvement of rivers and harbors and other
waterways for navigation, flood control, hur-
ricane protection, beach erosion control, and
other water resources development purposes,
to the extent that such expenditures are in-
curred after the initiation of the survey
studies which form the basis for such au-
thorized projects. The Secretary shall report
to Congress, not later than January 31, 1967,
the results of such study together with his
recommendations in connection therewith.

Bec. 317. Title III of this Act may be cited
as the “River and Harbor Act of 1965".

Mr. CRAMER (interrupting reading of
title). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that title IIT be considered as
read and open for amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to have the attention of the
minority, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. CraMeR]. I have two survey reso-
lutions which were inadvertently left out
of the bill and I would like to have them
read and considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

Mr.CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I shall not
object, the gentleman has cleared these
two amendments with this side, No. 1;
and, second, the gentleman has stated
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his reason for offering them at this time
is because they were inadvertently omit-
ted when survey resolutions were con-
sidered in the committee and for that
reason, Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my
reservation.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, on what page does
title 3 start?

The CHAIRMAN. Page 78 and goes
to the end of the bill. :

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, further
reserving the right to object, an amend-
ment to page 61 is now not in order
through unanimous consent; is that
right?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota ?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLATNIK

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BLATNIK: Page
90, after line 6, insert the following: “Pop-
ponesset Bay, Massachusetts.”

Page 91, after line 22, insert the following:
“Marquette County, Michigan.”

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLEVELAND

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CLEVELAND:
Page 90, strike out line 10 and all that follows
down through and including line 3 on page
91.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of my amendment is to strike
out on page 90 of the printed bill a sec-
tion that sets up a study for de-icing the
Great Lakes.

Mr. Chairman, this study costs but a
mere $75,000, and I feel a little bit hesi-
tant to stand before you and plead econ-
omy, but only to save $75,000.

Let me tell you something about this
amendment of mine, and this particular
project of somebody’s.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLEVELAND.
tleman from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. I will say to the gen-
tleman he does not have to apologize
as far as this gentleman is concerned for
standing in the well and offering this
proposal for the simple reason we had it
up in the rivers and harbors omnibus bill
3 years ago, and in a separate bill. It
was never acted on. The project is so
asinine in itself that a study is not justi-
fied even if it cost only $5,000. It makes
this House ridiculous to consider such a
project.

Mr. CLEVELAND. The gentleman is
correct, Two years ago this study passed
the Senate and the Public Works Com-
mittee, but it' never got any further.
Two years ago they thought they could
make this study for $50,000. Now they
have come back with it, and it has gone
to $75,000. Perhaps I should not try to
kill it, because if it comes back 2 years

I yield to the gen-
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from now it may be up to $100,000. There
was little or no evidence in favor of it.
The Bureau of the Budget concurs with
me. There is no evidence that there was
any practical way of de-icing the Great
Lakes. Here you are taking $75,000 of
the taxpayers’ money to study nothing.
They have what they call a system of
bubbling by putting bubbles into water
and they can keep small areas of water
free of ice, areas around a dredge, for
instance, but can anybody in their right
mind conceive of a situation where we
are going to have the Great Lakes turned
into one gigantic bubble bath?

This just makes no sense at all.

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wyoming.

Mr. RONCALIO. I can conceive what
the gentleman speaks of, not as a foolish
gesture, but as a reality. I can envision
water being kept in an uniced state.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yielded for a
question. The gentleman should get his
own time.

Mr. RONCALIO. The gentleman
asked a question, and I answered it.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield no further.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. BALDWIN. The gentleman asked
me a moment ago on what page this
occurred. It is page 214, and if the
gentleman would like to have this section
I will give it to him.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLEVELAND.
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. HARSHA. Would the gentleman
agree to put his amendment on ice for
the time being?

Mr. CLEVELAND. I think that is
where my amendment will go, but I want
to be sure that the ReEcorp shows a de-
seription of the project and how at least
I feel about it. It appears on page 236
of the majority report, but it is not de-
seribed, it is not even referred to. You
have to read the bill to find it. On page
215 of the printed record, part 1, and
I inserted in that part of the record of
our hearings the minority views in which
I expressed my views 2 years ago. Other
than that the hearings have been quiet
on this subject. I also inserted my views
on this matter in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp on August 31, 1965—page 22415—
it is not necessary to discuss them again
in detail here. As I say, this is a small
matter, but I hope that the chairman
of the committee will agree to this
amendment.

Chairman, will

I yield to the gen-

I urge the House to adopt my amend-

ment.

Mr. BLATNIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the only statement
which had any semblance of reality,
logic or commonsense that the gentle-
man made was the fact that $75,000 in a
$2 billion public works authorization is
not very much money. From then on
he had just sheer fantfasy.

In this bill we have over $5 million for
an authorization for weed control. Here
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is the largest body of fresh water on this
planet through which runs the longest
inland waterway on this planet. We
ask for an amount of money, $75,000,
merely to review scientific information,
processes and procedures that already
exist and to select which one of them
shows some promise of protecting ports
from ice, which may extend the naviga-
tion season for whatever amount of time
it may be extendable. We already have
this enormous investment on the part
of the Government in the channels and
harbors. The States and municipalities
have investment in terminal and harbor
facilities and private industry has their
investment in boats and shipping equip-
ment and loading and unloading facili-
ties and so forth and so on. A lake can
be 95 percent open but if ice jams the
Sault Saint Marie Locks or if it jams up
the Welland Canal, then all intercon-
tinental transoceanic traffic is stopped.

So I will read very quickly here the
problem of icing conditions in the Great
Lakes and the St. Lawrence Seaway have
remained in the status quo for so long
and only limited information of a sci-
entific nature is available on specific ice
formation and deicing problems. Ex-
tending the navigation season can best
be accomplished by concentrating these
investigations under proper conditions
in order to improve the accuracy of the
forecast as well as evaluate ice control
methods which can be used to aid in the
opening of navigation.

This approach offers the best chance
of success and can provide major eco-
nomic benefits. Any means of improv-
ing the accuracy of the forecast for the
opening of navigation on various routes
can save U.S. shippers significant sums
of money which are now lost because
fully crewed ships have to wait out the
actual opening and the Corps of Engi-
neers recognizes the feasibility of the
study, the objectives of which are to in-
vestigate the practicability and means
and economic justification for extending
the shipping season.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of the
amendment and the retention of this
most modest amount of money for this
purpose.

Mr. HAYS, Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to in-
quire about a project in this bill in the
State of Iowa which is to be found, I
think, on page 61 of the bill. I wonder if
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gross]
can tell us something about that. I would
like to vote intelligently on this bill. I

* know he normally opposes all of these

so-called pork-barrel projects and I won-
der if the gentleman can conscientiously
vote for this bill with this project in it?

Mr. GROSS. I do not know whether
the gentleman from Iowa can enlighten
the gentleman from Ohio. -

Mr. HAYS. Do not say that it is not
easy because that is not like the gentle-
man. But go ahead.

Mr. GROSS. I would not say it is easy
to enlighten the gentleman from Ohio.
What does the gentleman want to know?

Mr. HAYS. Well there is $14 million
here and the gentleman is a great watch-
dog of the Treasury, and I just wonder
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if the taxpayers can afford to spend $14
million out there which I understand $3
million of which is for urban renewal
which the gentleman has not been known
to favor heretofore.

I hope I have not rendered the gentle-
man speechless.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Ohio is not now expressing concern about
$14 million, is he—with his record of
spending in the Congress?

Mr. HAYS. I am a big spender, but
then you know I want to be consistent. I
suppose I ought to be for this but the
gentleman from Iowa is always against
spending, especially for urban renewal,
and I just wonder if it makes any dif-
ference if the urban renewal is in Ohio or
in Iowa—or in my district or in his dis-
trict?

Mr. GROSS. I was not aware that
the gentleman from Iowa was against
all spending. There is in the bill a proj-
ect for a district adjoining the Third
District of Towa and which is a part of
the $14 million. The gentleman might
have brought the Democrat Member
from Iowa into this discussion, and asked
him to help to justify the project.

Mr. HAYS. I never thought the day
would come when a question about
money would render the gentleman
from Iowa speechless or near speech-
less. Speak up if you can, my time is
running out.

Mr. GROSS. I am perfectly able to
talk. The gentleman from Ohio could
make quite a downpayment on the $14
million if he would forgo a few of the
junkets around the world that he takes.

Mr. HAYS. Though I told the gen-
tleman from Iowa the story once before,
since there are many new Members here,
I shall tell the story again.

There were two Quakers who many
years ago lived in the little town I came
from. One of them liked to travel; the
other did not.

One time the one friend who liked to
travel came back from an around-the-
world trip, and his fellow churchman
met him in the town square and said,
“Friend John, does not thee know that
a rolling stone gathers no moss?”

The other replied, “Thee may be right,
friend Asa; but it gets a lot of polish.”

As chairman of the Foreign Affairs
Subcommittee on State Department per-
sonnel and foreign operations I need all
the knowledge I can get. I recommend
some foreign travel for the gentleman
from Iowa. It not only gives polish; it
helps cure parochialism.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on_

the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

I am concerned with a project that ap-
pears on page 83 of the bill, the so-called
Burns Waterway harbor project.

I am concerned that this project
should not represent the latest triumph
of the bulldozer in eliminating a great
naturally beautiful area of our country.
I am concerned that approval of this
project should not mean the death of
the proposal to make the sand dunes of
Indiana a beautiful national park.
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The Burns Harbor development has
been the center of a controversy for
years between those who favor conserva-
tion and those who want industrial de-
velopment of the area. Those of us who
favor conservation do not oppose indus-
trial development; in fact, we are not
opposed to the project as such. But what
we are fearful of is that approval of this
project may result in killing the estab-
lishment of the dunes as a national park.

This was certainly not the intent of
the compromise that resulted from a
White House study of the area in 1963.
President Kennedy personally took an in-
terest in the area and instructed the Bu-
reau of the Budget to look into the pos-
sibilities for both the industrial and rec-
reational developments. The resulting
compromise was confirmed in a letter
dated 2 years ago this week, September
24, 1963, from the Bureau of the Budg-
et to the Secretary of the Army. The
letter stated:

It is the President’s wish to see a deep-
drait harbor for Indiana made a reality,
while at the same time preserving as much
as possible of the priceless heritage of the
Indiana Dunes for future generations,

The key words are “at the same time.”
This position has been affirmed and
amplified on numerous occasions. Mr.
Philip S. Hughes, Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference for the Bureau of
the Budget, wrote in a letter to Senator
HENRY JACKSON, chairman of the Senate
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, on February 8 of this year:

The Bureau of the Budget regards both
the Burns Harbor and the Indiana Dunes
National Lakeshore proposals as Integral ele-

ments for a balanced development of the
area,

On the same day, President Johnson
stated his firm support for the national
lakeshore in his message on natural
beauty.

Up to the present time both proposals
have gone forward concurrently. In
fact, the bill that was passed by the
Senate provided that no funds should
be expended for the development of this
harbor unless there should have been
established a national park for the sand
dunes of Indiana.

Now, apparently that is no longer the
case.

Some say it may come with ill grace
for a Member of Congress from the State
of Illinois to take the floor to comment
upon an area in Indiana. But, Mr.
Chairman, many of my people in the city
of Chicago use the Indiana sand dunes.
It is one of the great remaining natural
iecilities in the entire country. The
people of the entire Midwest are aware
of this. They relish its beauty. It is
a unique place and should be given
appropriate recognition to preserve its
beauties. It ranks in principle with
Yellowstone, Glacier, and other national
parks as natural retreats or sanctuaries,
serving as centers of attraction for
the people not only of Indiana but of
the entire country. The sand dunes of
Indiana deserve such recognition so that
they belong to all the people of our
country.

The lakeshore proposal accomplishes
that which is truly a rarity in the United

September 22, 1965

States today. It puts a park where
people are. There are today nearly 10
million people residing within 100 miles
of the proposed 11,292-acre park. This
is a park that would have that incom-
parable advantage of accessibility. The
people of Chicago are included in that
100-mile radius. In Chicago we are very
mindful of the beauty of the Indiana
dunes and we are concerned for their
preservation. As Carl Sandburg has
written:

The Dunes are to the Midwest what the
Grand Canyon is to Arizona and Yosemite
is to California. They constitute a signa-
ture of time and eternity; once lost the loss
would be irrevocable.

The Senate Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs concluded:

Nowhere on the Great Lakes are water,
waterfront, and hinterland more favorably
combined for recreational use of millions.

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. ROUSH. First, let me say that
the gentleman’s concern for the Indiana
Dunes Park could be no less than my
own, but I am equally concerned that
Indiana have its port. The language
which Members will find in the bill be-
fore us is language which I have includ-
ed in H.R. 50 a bill which I introduced
to provide for the port.

Also pending before the House is a
bill which I introduced on the same day,
H.R. 51, to provide for a National Dunes
Lakeshore in Indiana on Lake Michigan.

As the gentleman knows, there has
been an agreement between the propo-
nents of the park and the proponents of
the port which is in general, accepted by
both sides.

I am happy to inform the gentleman
that the distinguished chairman of the
House Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs only yesterday announced
that hearings will be held on the pro-
posal for the Indiana Dunes Park.
These hearings will be held October 2
and 3. They will be held in Indiana.
They will be followed by further hear-
ings in Washington, D.C., early next
year.

I certainly urge the gentleman to con-
tinue his support of this very worth-
while project, and I hope he shares my
concern that both the port and the park
may go forward at the same time and
that we may be able to say there will be
a total development of the northern area
of Indiana involved.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman
for his comments. I am pleased to know
that he, too, supports the development
of the dunes and to learn of his efforts
to develop the dunes as a national park.
I take it from what the gentleman said
that if he will do his best to expedite
passage of his bill making the dunes a
national park. The gentleman from In-
diana favors concurrent development of
both projects. I agree with that.

I also favor concurrent development.
That is why I am concerned that the de-
velopment authorized in this bill of the
Burns Harbor project shall not impede
or prevent the development of the dunes
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as a national park. I am pleased, too,
with assurances given me by members
of the committee that they favor estak-
lishing the dunes as a national park and
that this project will not interfere with
the park.

The CHAIEMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. YATEs
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. YATES. I had hoped that the
gentleman would say that which he did.
I am grateful to have the assurance of
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
that hearings will proceed expeditiously
on the establishment of the National
Park for the Sand Dunes of Indiana.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

I rise in support of this legislation and
I desire to commend the great Commit-
tee on Public Works for the fine work
which has been done in bringing this
bill to the House.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

I am reluctant to take more time, but
since there will be no further amend-
ments and probably no other discussion,
I believe it fitting and proper, as well as
justifiable, to say a word or two in behalf
of our colleague, our respected and be-
loved friend, Congressman RoBerT E.
JonEes, of Alabama, for the tremendous
axi?lount of work he has put in on this
bill.

Certainly the major share dollarwise,
if that can be considered a measure—for
what it is worth—has come under his
Jjurisdiction. Two-thirds or three-
fourths of this omnibus bill comes under
the flood control subcommittee, of which
he is chairman, the chairmanship of
which he assumed for the first time in
this session of the Congress.

Far above that, and far more im-
portant, is his dedication to the basic
principles of conservation and the utili-
zation and preservation of our resources
wherever they may be in this great
country.

Equally important is his personal in-
terest in every municipality, every ham-
let and city and rural area represented
by any Member of the House. He devotes
his time to the problems of each, know-
ing that the particular area involved for
that Congressman is the most important
problem.

I wish to pay this tribute to him. I
know I speak for a host of Members on
both sides of the aisle in paying respects
for a job done far beyond the call of duty
in this body.

Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the full Com-
mittee on Public Works.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, yester-
day in my opening remarks I compli-
mented the two gentlemen who put this
rivers and harbors and flood control
bill together [Mr. BLATNIK and Mr.
Joxes of Alabamal.

I might say I do not know of any two
men who worked harder to bring a bill
before the House to extend the economy
of this country than these two gentle-
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men. The greatest part of this bill is
for the protection of lives and property.
Certainly the history of rivers and har-
bors and flood control projects that have
been built has proven that they have
saved not only billions of dollars but
many, many lives.

This bill that is before the House to-
day is one of the best bills that has ever
come before this House from the Com-
mittees on Public Works. It is an at-
tempt to do the job necessary not only for
the present but for many years to come.

I would like to pay tribute, also, to the
other members of the subcommittee and
the full committee who worked so hard
and so diligently and put in so many
hours not only during the day but far
into the night in order to bring out this
legislation. I would like to say to this
House that this is an example of a great
team working under the leadership of
great subcommittee chairmen.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words.

-Mr. Chairman, I want to join in the
remarks made by the distinguished
chairman relating to our committee
working its will and doing its best.

I might add an addendum—when given
the opportunity to do so. In past years
we have had omnibus rivers and harbors
and flood control bills where Democrats
and Republicans, those on both sides of
the aisle, stood shoulder to shoulder as
far as leadership is concerned in trying
to keep out of the bill projects that were
admittedly bad, largely involving public
versus private power and which should
not be approved. Some of the most heat-
ed debate and divisions in this House
have been on that one issue. I hope a
similar decision will be made here, I
understand a demand for a separate vote
will be made on the Clark amendment.
I hope this House will sustain the Clark
amendment, which does what should be
done on the Passamaquoddy-St. John
project today to make a study and bring
a report back to Congress next year, I
say that because this project has been at
no time studied separately. This is the
proper procedure that should b= followed
in this case and which our committee
and this House has constantly sustained.

Mr. Chairman, I have one other ob-
servation. I say this in all sincerity. I
think it is most unfortunate that our
committee was not given an equal op-
portunity to make its own decision and
come up with a consensus on highway
beautification. It was possible to do so
and, as a matter of fact, the groundwork
for it was laid 2 weekends ago when a
consensus committee print was before
the committee and so that we could come
up with a consensus bill that would do
the job relating to highway beautifica-
tion but without the result of putting
small business people who necessarily
serve the highway traveling public and
whose businesses are not located on the
highways out of business.

I am talking about the little hotel and
restaurant operators and the operators
of recreational centers available to the
traveling public in America. We need
a bill to do the job but that would not
put them out of business, which this
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proposal would do which was demanded
by the White House and in effect report-
ed by our committee. This proposal
would have the effect of getting the Fed-
eral Government into zoning questions
which are presently within the jurisdic-
tion of local areas and cities. For the
first time a demand was made by the
White House on Wednesday of last week
which was a demand for a proposal giv-
ing the Secretary power to set stand-
ards in areas zoned industrial and com-
mercial which was not even included
by the administration in its initial bill,
and it was not proposed prior to that
and thus subject to our hearings or sub-
ject to discussion in our hearings. I say
to you all of us want to beautify high-
ways but not at the expense of unduly
putting people out of business and mak-
ing depressed business in our country
that are operated by people who are legit-
imately trying to serve the traveling
public. We also do not want the travel-
ing public denied the necessary informa-
tion, services, and facilities for their
food, shelter, repairs, and gasoline for
automobiles, and information as to the
whereabouts of recreational facilities
which will be denied to them, in my
opinion, under the bill as drafted.

I sincerely hope when that bill gets to
the floor of the House we will be able
to get proper and unhampered consid-
eration of it.

I am sorry that similar action was not
possible in the Public Works Committee
on the beautification bill as on this om-
nibus public works bill.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I think that in the
morning paper in Washington a grave
injustice was done to one of our col-
leagues from the State of Texas and a
grave injustice was done to me in quoting
me as having made a personal reference
to the gentleman from Texas, one which
I did not make. I made no remarks that
were anywhere close to that to which
reference was made. I am sure the
gentleman from Texas was present at all
times on the floor. I am sure he is per-
sonally aware that I did not and would
not make any comment of that kind.

I may thoroughly disagree with the
gentleman with respect to a particular
project in which he is very much inter-
ested, but I hope the day never comes
when I shall have to resort to tactics of
that kind in debate in this House of
Representatives.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, I am happy
to yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to express my very sincere and
earnest gratitude to the distinguished
gentleman from Wisconsin for the com-
ment he has just made and assure him
that at no time did I believe that he had
said that which was recorded in the
paper this morning. I assumed that it
was an error. And even if the gentle-
man had said such a thing, he would
still be my friend.

In any event, I did not believe that
he had said it and I am very grateful
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to him for the opportunity which he has
graciously afforded me to make this
statement.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to say to the gentleman
from Texas not only did I make no such
comment publicly on this floor, or in any
other place, but made no such comment
privately at any time, or in any place.

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of S. 2300, a bill that has
much significance in the 14th District of
New Jersey which I have the honor to
represent in the Congress of the United
States.

Much has been said on the floor today
about “megalopolis” the name which we
have coined for that great city which
shall soon reach from Norfolk, Va., to
Portland, Maine.

We have a great interest in megalopolis
in northern New Jersey because we stand
at the midpoint of this gigantic urban
metropolis.

It is superfluous, Mr. Chairman, for me
to dwell upon our recent water short-
age which has posed a tremendous
threat to our economic and physical well-
bheing in the Northeastern United States.

Title I of this bill will set up a plan
for a system of reservoirs to serve the
Northeastern United States.

And, Mr. Chairman, the need for this
comprehensive planning has been so well
dramatized that I shall not waste the
time of this House in explaining the
need for a more adequate water supply in
the Northeast. Every Member, whether
he is from New Jersey or New York or
California or Oregon, knows only too
well the threat that another year of
drought will pose to the northeastern
part of the United States. If for no
other reason than this, I would support
this worthy bill.

I have said many times on the floor
of the House that we are one nation.
Economic sickness in one part of the
United States means economic sickness
in all parts of the Nation. It is for this
reason that I supported the Appalachia
program. I know in my heart that what
is good for Kentucky and Tennessee is
inevitably good for Hudson County,
N.J. If the New York-New Jersey area
is to suffer because of a water shortage,
all parts of America in turn will feel the
effects of our decline.

Mr, Chairman, for this reason, I urge
all Members to support this much needed
legislation.

Mr. BURKE. Mr. Chairman, while
approving the omnibus rivers and har-
bors and flood control bill as a whole, I
particularly approve that portion of the
bill as econtained on pages 215-217 of the
report of the Committee on Public Works,
dealing with the Weymouth-Fore and
Town Rivers, Boston Harbor, Mass.
Since the conclusion of World War II
tankers and bulk cargo carriers have
been built much bigger, and these larger
ships require deeper draft and old chan-
nel depths that at one time could ac-
commodate all types of ships can no
longer accommodate the new type vessels.
Passage of this legislation will vitally
affect the city of Quiney and the town of
Weymouth in my 11th Congressional
District of Massachusetts. The Town
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River is a tributary waterway of the port
of Boston and lies entirely within the
limits of the city of Quincy. The Town
River is a tidal river, approximately 2
miles in length and empties into the
Weymouth Fore River at Quincy Point.
This river is chiefly used for transporta-
tion of petroleum products and the an-
nual tonnage traffic increases each year.
The Quiney Oil Co. is located about 1%
miles from the mouth of the river and
has a 30 million gallon oil terminal, re-
ceiving over 50 tankers a year.

Present depths of the Town River will
not accommodate the large tankers now
in use and necessitates the use of barges
to transport the fuel to the terminal
from the tankers. Increasing the depth
to 35 feet and widening the river will
provide adequate channel depths and
widths for larger ships to carry the pro-
spective commerce on the waterway as
well as the existing commerce.

Other oil companies as well as ship

repair yards and the Quiney Electric Co.
are located on the waterway in question.
The latter will require the use of deep-
draft traffic for receipt of fuel in line
with construction of a new generating
plant.
_ The Weymouth-Fore River is the loca-
tion of the General Dynamics/Electric
Boat Division Quiney yard which is one
of the largest and most complete ship-
building plants on the Atlantic coast.
It is equipped with 12 launching ways
and 3 mooring basins.

Also on this river is the Boston Edison
Co.’s Edgar Station and the Cities Serv-
ice Oil Co.

The project has an estimated Federal
cost of $12.5 million and local participa-
tion of $1.5 million. The benefit from
the completion of this project will be
felt by these concerns and assist in the
population, industrial, and commercial
growth of the complete south shore area
of which Quincy and Weymouth play a
leading role.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I
am supporting this bill. I have always
given my support to public works proj-
ects which protect and improve the vital
natural resources of this country. While
it may be argued that some of these
measures are extravagant and not
needed, on the whole the overwhelming
majority of these projects have been
carefully studied by the Committee on
Public Works and have received their
stamp of approval as worthwhile projects
for the expenditure of taxpayers’ money.
I concur in this coneclusion. During de-
bate on the bill, I supported amendments
which would delete or cut those projects
which were wasteful or questionable.

The people of my District are hopeful
that two of our vital projects will get
the go-ahead in next year’s public works
authorization and appropriation bills.
The Kokosing project has already been
authorized and funds have been ad-
vanced for initial work. We need to al-
locate the necessary funds for this vital
project so the people of Knox County
and Mount Vernon, Ohio, will be afforded
the glood control protection they so badly
need.

In Licking County, the Corps of Engi-
neers currently has a project which is
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still under study. They are nearing
completion and we certaintly hope that
it will be authorized as soon as possible so
this work can proceed. This, too, is a
flood control project and vital to the
growth of Newark and Licking County.
No work of my office has been more in-
tensive or more rewarding than my ef-
forts on these two projects.

Both of these areas have been hit
by disastrous floods which caused many
millions of dollars worth of damage. In
consulting with the members of the com-
mittee, I have found widespread support
for the Licking project when it clears the
survey stage. Inasmuch as the Licking
project has not proceeded beyond the
survey stage, nothing can be done here
today. My constituents are patient peo-
ple and yet they all feel as I do that the
time for action is now. I hope that the
Corps of Engineers will give us the final
OK on the Licking project and the Bu-
reau of the Budget will include an ade-
quate appropriation for the EKokosing
project in their 1967 requests. In this
way, we can take a positive step forward.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of S. 2300 and particularly
in support of the projects on the Neuse
River Basin: The Falls Dam and Reser-
voir and the project for hurricane-flood
protection at New Bern and vicinity.

Last fall following unusually heavy
rainfall in the upper Neuse Basin, I
flew by helicopter over the Neuse in
Wayne and Lenoir Counties in the vicin-
ity of Goldsboro and Seven Springs, N.C,,
and the flood damage wss almost inde-
scribable. It was obvious that it came
from the upper reaches of the river, and
the Wilmington district office of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers reported that
had the Falls Dam been constructed at
that time, the great majority of the
damage would have been prevented.

Cost-benefit ratios as shown in re-
ports of the Corps of Engineers are cold
statisties and are hard to visualize in
terms of evacuated homes with water
standing in them several feet deep, of
isolated families clustered outside their
houses completely surrounded by water
looking up and waving at a helicopter;
or hundreds of acres of unharvested corn
under water; flooded pastures with cattle
in tight little knots on a high spot, or a
gigantic industrial comgplex like the
Carolina Power & Light Co. steam gen-
eration plant at Quaker Neck with the
waters submerging its coal piles and lap-
ping ominously around the footings of
the generator itself.

The cost-benefit ratio for the Falls
Dam project is a favorable one, but I am
confident that there is not a Member of
this body who, if he had seen what I
saw along the Neuse Basin in the Golds-
boro-Seven Springs vicinity last fall,
would not only agree that the project is
justified, but would be &n enthusiastic
supporter of it.

The project for hurricane-flood pro-
tection at New Bern and vicinity is a dif-
ferent type of proposal and provides for
the construction of a dam with a break
in the center. It would retard and
spread out the flow of tidal waters forced
upriver by heavy hurricane tides and
winds. It isa relatively new concept and
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I am advised that before a request is
made for funding of construction of the
project, the Corps of Engineers will first
request funds for a model study to prove
completely the feasibility of the con-
struction.

Certainly the authorization of the
project to the end that the model study
can be funded is justified. As these re-
marks are being made, interests along
the gulf coast are still trying to evaluate
the damage caused by Hurricane Betsy
and Hurricane Carol is meandering about
in the Caribbean trying to make up her
mind where to go.

In recent years, it has not been a ques-
tion of whether New Bern and vicinity
would be hit by hurricane winds and
tides, but rather a question of when.

Both of these projects are worthy of
being included in this bill.

Mr, TODD. Mr. Chairman, I note with
some degree of curiosity that this bill—
which I have often heard described as
pork barrel legislation—authorizes a
total appropriation of $4 million for the
State of Michigan, which has more coast-
line, more harbors, and handles as much
shipping as any State in the Union. At
the same time, it authorizes more than
six times as much for the construction
of one harbor in Indiana, at Burns ditch,
which will be of immediate benefit to one
steel company. If steel were used to
make pork barrels, I could understand
how the legislation got its name.

I notice, too, that Texas will receive
about 26 times as much as Michigan,
three-quarters of which is a downpay-
ment on developing a port for the city
of Fort Worth. Both Kalamazoo and
Battle Creek, in my district, are on an
equally navigable river, and for less
money we might well be able to make an
ocean port—accessible through the Great
Lakes—for them. And yet this obviously
worthwhile proposal was not even con-
sidered.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this type
‘of public works bill may be of value when
our Nation is not on the verge of infla-
tion. Pump priming may have its vir-
tues when the pump is dry. But today I
feel we may need to be more concerned
that the well will go dry, particularly
in view of the impending increases in
our defense appropriations. I cannot
consider the bill, as a whole, timely nor
a good investment of our national funds.
So I vote against it. These programs
would be well curtailed and delayed.

Should the Federal Government in-
deed have an excess $1.9 billion setting
around, I would prefer it be given to
the States on a per capita basis, in the
nature of a tax sharing scheme.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr, Chairman, over
the years I think I have a pretty good
record in support of flood control and the
conservation of soil and water resources.
I know of nothing more necessary and
no responsibility greater than to do the
things we know we must to preserve these
God-given resources for the benefit of
the future.

It is now being realized in other parts
of the country where water has been
plentiful that the problem of water short-
age and water quality can be as impor-
tant as survival itself. We from the
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more arid areas have long been aware
of the problem because we have learned
it from hard experience.

It is trite to say that water is essential
to all other things, and to neglect doing
those things which we must is to shirk
a responsibility and close our eyes to the
progress and development of our country.

I say this, Mr. Chairman, in support
of the record I have for projects which
have these things as their goal and
purpose. There are many good projects
in this bill. There are some of highly
doubtful merit.

Now, Mr, Chairman, I face a very diffi-
cult choice involving several big items
included in the measure before us. First,
it seems to me the project on the St.
John River in Maine is neither justified
nor needed. You have heard the debate
and the reasons for the weakness of this
proposal. Other things aside, it just
does not seem right to me that a $227
million project should not have some
local contribution, and this has none.

Then, Mr. Chairman, of course, even
more difficult is to oppose any part or
feature of a great project in my own
State of Texas. Without hesitancy, I
would vote for flood control, municipal
water, recreation or any of the other
benefits coming from the development of
the Trinity River, but I cannot, in judg-
ment and conscience, support the canali-
zation of the Trinity River to make it
gavigable from the gulf to Fort Worth,

'ex.

I am well aware of the contention of
my colleagues that this feature will be
further studied and that it will be neces-
sary to return to the Congress for funds
to carry out this part of the proposal. I
do not see it this way at all, and there
is no doubt in my mind that the author-
ization contained in this bill is final and
obligatory to undertake this development,
which is really undefined in many re-
spects, and especially as to cost.

I repeat, Mr, Chairman, that it affords
me no pleasure at all to oppose my re-
spected and esteemed colleagues who are
convinced of the worthiness of this proj-
ect, but I have long been committed
against the navigational aspect of the
Trinity River. For the reasons of pure
economics, involving hundreds of millions
of dollars, and the lack of feasibility, I
simply must oppose this feature of it.
Otherwise I enthusiastically support the
proposition.

Mr. HARSHA, Mr. Chairman, at the
outset, let me say that I support S. 2300,
as reported by the House Committee on
Public Works, with the exception of the
three projects set forth in the supple-
mental views of which I am a coauthor.
Generally speaking, this legislation is
good legislation and I would hope that
we could correct those phases of the
legislation with which I disagree. How-
ever, at this time I want to make a few
remarks concerning the Trinity River
project.

I think it is well that I do so because
the subcommittee on which I have the
honor of serving as ranking minority
member, recommended this project to
the full committee. I am frank to admit
that, initially, I had serious misgivings
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about this project, particularly in view of
the position of the Bureau of the Budget
and the Secretary of the Army, however,
I feel that we have considerably im-
proved that phase of the legislation by
writing into the bill and in the commit-
tee report, provisions whereby there will
be an appropriate restudy based on cur-
rent criteria and, in addition thereto,
there will be an opportunity for this Con-
gress, as well as the Public Works Com-
mittee, to review that project at such
time as later monetary authorizations
are necessary.

I want to pay particular tribute here,
Mr. Chairman, to the work of the gentle-
man from Texas, Congressman RAY
RosErTs, who was quite instrumental,
not only in seeing that this project was
approved by both the subcommittee and
full committee of the House Public Works
Committee, but whose persuasive and
logical arguments in behalf of this proj-
ect convinced me that, in the long run,
the project will be in the best interest of
our Nation.

During my service on the House Com-
mittee on Public Works, I have found
that Congressman RosERTS has been one
of the most dedicated, diligent and effec-
tive members serving thereon. He not
only has been a strong supporter of the
Trinity River project and one of the prin-
cipal reasons why the committee ap-
proved it, but he has been equally an
effective spokesman for navigational de-
velopment on the Red and Sabine Rivers
in Texas.

While these particular projects have
not, as yet, been submitted to the com-
mittee, I feel sure that, as a result of
his diligent efforts in their behalf, they
will soon appear in an omnibus bill and
I, again, want to commend Congressman
RoserTs for, not only his tremendous
and effective efforts in behalf of the
Trinity River project, but in behalf of all
of his work on our committee. He truly
represents his district ably and well.

And, at this juncture, Mr. Chairman,
I would like to call the House’s attention
to the extremely effective efforts of the
distinguished Senator from Texas, JOHN
G. Tower, in behalf of this project.

Senator Tower has conferred with me
and other members of the committee on
numerous occasions, strongly urging
support of this project and his logical,
persuasive and aggressive arguments in
behalf of this project toc me and to others
as well, I am sure, contributed immensely
tu the position of the Public Works Com-
mittee in favoring the authorization of
the Trinity River project.

The Trinity River project has long been
a bipartisan project supported by most
Texans of all political persuasions, who
are interested in the development of the
entire Trinity River watershed. This
was summed up in a statement presented
to the House Public Works Committee
by Senator Joun Tower. In recognizing
the contributions made toward the
Trinity River project by Texans of all
political and economic persuasions, the
Senator said:

Many men have dreamed and worked for
many years to make the Trinity River project
a reality.
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I want the House Public Works Committee
to know that I share that dream and support
efforts ailmed at seeing it become a reality.

As a citizen of our State, and as a repre-
sentative of our people in the National Con-
gress, I want to ask the Public Works Com-
mittee of the House of Representatives to
look with favor on the entire Trinity River
project. 4

I shall not here attempt to argue the
merits of the Trinity River project. Others
have done this ably and well over the years.
The technlecal and economic considerations
have been explored fully by persons well-
trained and qualified for their tasks. 1
merely wish to state that I have carefully
considered factors on both sides of the argu-
ment, and I am convinced that the economy
of our State and Nation would recelve bene-
fits far in excess of the costs involved.

As further evidence that the people of
Texas regard this as a project to which
many people have contributed, and in
which no single person can claim all the
credit for its progress thus far, it is
worthwhile to note the response to Sen-
ator Tower's statement to the House
committee.

Mr. L. H. Armstrong, traffic general
foreman of General Dynamics in Fort
Worth, said this:

I want to express my sincere appreciation
for the statement you presented to the House
Public Works Committee in support of the
plan for development of the Trinity River
Basin.

As a member of the Texas delegation which
appeared at the recent hearing before the
committee, I was greatly impressed, and I am
sure the committee was, by the statements
presented by the many Texas Members of
Congress in support of the Trinity improve-
ment plan.

From Mr. J. Lee Johnson III, execu-
tive vice president and general manager
of the Fort Worth Star-Telegram, came
this statement:

I had the pleasure to be one of the dele-
gates representing Texas before the House
Public Works Committee at its recent hear-
ing on the comprehensive plan for develop-
ment of the Trinity River Basin, and I want
to express to you my sincere thanks and ap-
preclation for the statement you presented
in support of this plan.

From Mr. Clyde Skeen, president of
Ling-Temco-Vought, Inc., of Dallas,
came this statement:

It is very gratifying to see the support you
are giving to the comprehensive plan of de-
velopment for the Trinity River Basin of
Texas.

From Roy Appleton, Jr, general man-
ager of the Denton Record-Chronicle,
came this response:

As a member of the Texas delegation that
appeared recently before the House Public
Works Committee at its hearing in regard to
the development of the Trinity River Basin,
1 was most Impressed by the work that has
been done on this project by you and the
other members of the Texas congressional
delegation. As was pointed out by you and
others at the hearing, this project has the
wholehearted support of all Texans, and the
time for action is now.

From Mr. W. Lamar Hamilton, of the
Pale:tine Herald-Press, came this state-
ment:

The interest you showed in our reception
and dinner of August 11, was most ap-
preclated, and the statement you presented
on August 12, to the House Public Works
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Committee was a masterpiece of factual in-
formation.

And from Mr. W. W. Lynch, president
of the Texas Power & Light Co., came
this statement:

I have heard many expressions of apprecla-
tion and I want to add mine with respect to
your testimony before the House in regard
to the Trinity River development program.
You made a very important contribution.

These statements give ample evidence
of the broad nature of support for the
Trinity River development project, both
in Texas and among those who represent
Texas in the National Congress.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want
to again commend the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas for his very diligent
and effective efforts in behalf of this
project. I am sure that, without his
assistance, it may never have been au-
thorized by this Congress.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, the
Trinity River Basin project, by any
standard, is a huge undertaking. It is
enormous in size, cost, vision, ambition,
benefit, and merit. When completed, it
will have cost $1 billion and will be a
fitting complement to the many other
greatly meritorious and costly, multimil-
lion-dollar projects which in our time
have become a measure of our Nation’s
greatness. I refer to the Arkansas River,
Puget Sound, the Missouri River, the
Intracoastal Canal, the Mississippi
River, the Cross Florida Canal, New
York Harbor, and many others of which
we can be and are justly proud.

I suppose, Mr. Chairman, if there is
anything more tempting to a Member of
Congress than voting for a public works
project in his own district, it is the temp-
tation to vote against a public works
project in the other Member’s district.
Yet, yielding to either temptation would
be irrational and destructive of the Na-
tion’s well-being if our judgments were
not based strictly on the question of the
merits of each individual public works
project. It is with this in mind that I
wish to examine the Trinity River Basin
project.

This great river basin encompasses
some 17,845 square miles of land and
stretches some 360 miles from above
Fort Worth, past Dallas, Corsicana, Pal-
estine, and Liberty on down to the gulf
coast near Houston. The basin is more
than 100 miles wide above Fort Worth
and furnishes livelihood and residence
to 3 percent of the total population of
our country. It has more people than
are to be found in any one of 32 States
of the United States.

The potential of the Trinity River
Basin has long been recognized by the
people of this great area as well as the
people of the Nation. There are pres-
ently seven Corps of Engineers projects
in various stages of planning and con-
struction—four completed, two under
construction, and one in planning stage;
several local flood-protection projects
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are in existence, and quite a few others
have been authorized. State, local, and
private funds in the amount of $500 mil-
lion have been spent or will be spent—
$269 million spent, and $256 million
pledged to be spent by reliable State,
local, and private sources. Mr. Chair-
man, if there is anything that would dis-
tinguish this great project from the
other great projects throughout our
country, it would be the investment of
such large sums of State, local, and pri-
vate funds.

The Trinity River Basin project is a
great and worthwhile project. Like all
meritorious public works projects, it is
an investment in the future of our great
Nation; and, more important, it is an ex-
pression of the confidence we have in
ourselves and the future of our country.

Mr. DERWINSEKI. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to direct the attention of the
House to two very necessary provisions
in 8. 2300 for the development of Calu-
met Harbor and River, Ill., and Ind.,
as authorized by the River and Harbor
Act approved October 23, 1962.

The Calumet River is a connecting
channel between Lake Michigan proper
and the extensive harbor facilities of
Lake Calumet. It provides the only link
between the St. Lawrence Seaway and
the Cal-Sag Channel connection with
the vast inland waterway system that
serves the State of Illincis, the Midwest,
and the whole center section of this
country. It required deepening subse-
quent to the opening of the St. Lawrence
Seaway, and it still remains to be
deepened. The public and private fa-
cilities located along the Calumet River,
which represents an expenditure of tens
of millions of dollars cannot be rendered
fully capable of meeting their potential
until the dredging of the channel to full
seaway depth is completed.

In order to permit dredging to full
project depth of 27 feet, the New York,
Chicago & St. Louis—Nickel Plate—Rail-
road bridge and the Elgin, Joliet & East-
ern Railroad bridge must be strength-
ened to withstand the channel deepen-
ing. Therefore, I am pleased that S. 2300
modifies the River and Harbor Act of
1962 in order to authorize the Chief of
Engineers to provide this necessary pro-
tection for both bridges.

This development is overdue in that
the full potential to the Chicago metro-
politan area of the St. Lawrence Seaway
and its connecting waterway with the
Mississippi River will not be fully utilized
until the navigation problems on the
Calumet River have been completely
solved.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, it has
been my honor to serve in the Congress
for 17 years. I have never served on any
committee or sat through any hearings
or heard any deliberations presided over

in a more superb manner than by my
friends, the Honorable Bos JoNEsS, of
Alabama, and the Honorable JoEHN BLAT-
NIK, of Minnesota. These gentlemen
presided with patience, understanding,
and devotion to the welfare of our coun-
try beyond the call of duty. It was an
inspiration to serve on the subcommittee
with these great Americans. This bill
before the House today is a result of their
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tact, diplomacy, fairness, and dedication
to the general welfare.

Mr. Chairman, our beloved and able
chairman, the gentleman from Mary-
land, George FaLLON, was always in the
background, guiding, and counseling all
of us. He is one of the greatest com-
mittee chairmen in the history of the
Congress.

This bill and the projects it creates will
be a monument to the genius of Mr.
Farron, Mr. BLATNIK, Mr. Jones, the
senior members of the Public Works Com-
mittee, and an able, dedicated, and con-
scientious staff.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther amern.dments, the bill is considered
as read.

The question is on the committee sub-
stitute to the Senate bill.

The committee substitute was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill (S. 2300) authorizing the
construction, repair, and preservation of
certain public works on rivers and har-
bors for navigation, flood control, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 588, he reported the bill back
to the House with an amendment adopted
by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment?

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask for
a separate vote on the amendment of-
fered by Mr. CLARK on page 41, lines 4
through 12, inclusively.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment on which a separate vote
is demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CLARK: Sub-
stitute the following language for the lan-
guage on page 41, lines 4 through 13, inclu-
slvely:

“The BSecretary of the Army is hereby
authorized and directed to make a survey
for flood control and allled purposes of the
St. John River, Maine, separate and apart
from the Passamaquoddy Tidal Power Proj-
ect, which survey shall include a detailed
study of alternative methods of providing
power, including thermal power development
using nuclear energy, and to submit a re-
port thereon to the Cougress not later than
March 30, 1966.”

The question is on the amendment.

The question was taken and the Speak-
er announced that the “noes’” appeared
to have it.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 207, nays 185, answered
“present” 1, not voting 39, as follows:

[Roll No.815]

YEAS—207
Abbltt Andrews, Baldwin
Adair N. Dak. Bates
Addabbo Arends Battin
Andrews, Ashbrook Belcher
Glenn Ashmore Bell

Berry
Betts
Boland
Bray
Bro

ck

Broomfield
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke
Burleson
Byrnes, Wis.
Cahill
Callaway
Carey
Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chelf
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Conable
Conte
Cooley
Corbett
Craley
Cramer
Cunningham
Curtin

Curtis
Daddario
Dague
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dent
Denton
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dole
Donohue
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski

Duncan, Tenn.
Dwyer

Edwards, Ala.
Ellsworth
Erlenborn
Findley
Fisher
Flood
Fogarty
Fountaln
Fulton, Pa.
Fuqua
Giaimo
Goodell

Abernethy
Adams
Albert
Anderson,
Tenn.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspinall
Bandstra
Barrett
Beckworth
Bennett
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burton, Calif,
Byrne, Pa.
Cabell
Callan
Cameron
Carter
Celler
Clevenger
Cohelan
Conyers
Corman
Culver
Daniels
Davls, Ga.
Dawson
Dingell

Dow
Duncan, Oreg.

Grabowskl
Gray

Griffin
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gurney
Haley

Hall
Halleck
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hardy
Harsha
Harvey, Ind.
Harvey, Mich.
Hays
Henderson
Horton
Huot
Hutchinson
Ichord
Irwin
Jarman
Jennings
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Mo.
Eeith

Kelly
Keogh
King, N.Y.
Eornegay
Eunkel
Laird
Langen
Latta
Lennon
Lipscomb
Love
MeClory
MeCulloch
McDade
MecMillan
MacGregor
Mahon
Mailllard
Marsh
Martin, Ala.
Martin, Mass,
Martin, Nebr.
Mathias
Matthews
May

Michel
Minshall
Mize
Monagan
Moore
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Murray
Natcher

NAYS—185

Dyal
Edmondson

Edwards, Calif.

Evans, Colo.
Everett
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Farbstein

Feighan
Flynt
Foley

Friedel
Fulton, Tenn.
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gathings
Gettys
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gilligan
Gongzalez
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grelgg
Grider
Hagan, Ga.
Hagen, Calif.
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanna
Hansen, Iowa

Hansen, Wash.

Hathaway
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Nedzl
Nelsen
O'Neill, Mass.
Pelly
Perkins
Philbin

Pike

Pirnle

Poft

Quie

Quillen
Randall
Reid, I11.
Reld, N.Y.
Reifel
Reinecke
Rhodes, Arlz.
Rhodes, Pa.
Rivers, Alaska
Robison
Rogers, Tex.
Rooney, Pa.
Roudebush
Rumsfeld
Satterfleld
St Germain
St. Onge
Saylor
Schneebell
Schwelker
Secrest
Selden
Shipley
Shriver
Sikes
Skubitz
Slack

Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.¥.
Smith, Va.
Stanton
Steed
Stratton
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Callf.

Thomson, Wis.

Hawkins
Hébert
Hechler
Helstoskl
Howard
Hull
Hungate
Jacobs
Joelson

Johnson, Calif.

Jones, Ala.
Earsten

King, Calif,
King, Utah
Elrwan
Eluczynski
Krebs
Landrum
Leggett
Long, La.
Long, Md.
MeCarthy
McDowell
McFall
MeGrath
McVicker
Macdonald
Machen
Mackay
Mackie
Madden
Matsunaga
Meeds
Mills
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Minish Race Bweeney
Mink Redlin Teague, Tex.
Moeller Reuss Tenzer
Morris Rivers, S.C. Thompson, N.J.
Morrison Roberts Todd

088 Rodino Trimble
Multer Rogers, Colo, Tunney
Murphy, Ill. Rogers, Fla. Tupper
Murphy, N.Y. Ronan Tuten
Nix Rooney, N.X. Udall
O’Hara, Mich, Rosenthal Ullman
O'Eonski Rostenkowski Van Deerlin
Olsen, Mont. Roush Vanik
Olson, Minn, Roybal Vigorito
O'Neal, Ga Ryan Wwaggonner
Ottinger Scheuer Walker, N. Mex.
Patman Schisler Weltner
Patten Schmidhauser White, Idaho
Pepper Scott
Pickle Sickles Wilson,
Poage Bisk Charles H.
Pool Smith, Iowa Wright
Powell Stafford ates
Price Stalbaum Young
Pucinski Stubblefield Zablocki
Purcell Sullivan

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Roncallo
NOT VOTING—39

Anderson, Ill. Ford, Gerald R. O'Brien
Andrews, Frelinghuysen O'Hara, Ill,

George W. Harris Passman
Ayres Herlong Resnick
Baring Hicks Roosevelt
Bolton Holifield Senner
Bonner Holland Springer
Bow Hosmer Staggers
Burton, Utah Johnson, Okla. Stephens
Colmer Lindsay Thomas
Diggs McEwen Thompson, Tex.
Farnsley Miller Toil
Farnum Morton
Fino Mosher

So the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Roncalio for, with Mr. Hicks against.

Mr. Hosmer for, with Mr. Holifleld against.

Mr. Colmer for, with Mr. Johnson of Okla-
homa against.

Mr, O'Brien for, with Mr. Senner against.

Mr. McEwen for, with Mr. Toll against.

Mr. Anderson of Illinois for, with Mr,
Miller against.

Mr. Morton for, with Mr. Farnum against.

Mr. Bow for, with Mr. Resnick against.

Mr. Bonner for, with Mr. Farnsley against.

Mr. Burton of Utah for, with Mr. Diggs
against.

Mr. Frelinghuysen for, with Mr. Roose-
velt against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Holland with Mr. Lindsay.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Springer.

Mr. O'Hara of Illinois with Mr. Fino.

Mr. Passman with Mr. Mosher,

Mr. Thomas with Mrs, Bolton.

Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Ayres.

Mr. Staggers with Mr. Baring.

Mr. Herlong with Mr. George W. Andrews.

Messrs. ABERNETHY, POOL, O'’KON-~
SKI, and MOELLER changed their votes
from “yea” to “nay.”

Messrs. COOLEY, HANLEY, and
BROOMFIELD chansed their votes from
“mll to ‘lyea ”

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, I have
a live pair with the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Hicks]l. If he were
present, he would have voted “nay.” I
voted “yea.” I withdraw my vote and
vote “present.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the committee substitute for the Senate
bill.
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The committee substitute was agreed
to

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
third reading of the Senate bill.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time and was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
passage of the bill.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, on that I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMEND-
MENTS OF 1965

Mr. POWELL submitted a conference
report and statement on the bill (H.R.
8283) to expand the war on poverty and
enhance the effectiveness of programs
under the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 5842. An act to amend the Lead-Zinc

Small Producers Stabilization Act of Octo-
ber 3, 1961.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the House amendment
to the bill S. 2127, an act to amend title
38, United States Code, in order to provide
special indemnity insurance for members
of the Armed Forces serving in combat
zones, and for other purposes, with
amendment in which concurence of the
House is requested.

HEMISFAIR 1968

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 583 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
9247) to provide for participation of the
United States in the HemisFair 1968 Exposi-
tion to be held at San Antonio, Tex., in 1968,
and for other purposes. After general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and
shall continue not to exceed one hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chalr-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous question shall
be consldered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto a final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion
to recommit.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from California [Mr. Smire] and pend-
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ing that I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. SPEAKER, House Resolution 583
makes in order the consideration of H.R.
9247 which provides for the participation
of the United States in the HemisFair
1968 exposition to be held at San Antonio,
Tex. .

Mr. Speaker, the rule provides for 1
hour of general debate. It is an open
rule.

Mr. Speaker, the bill if adopted will
provide for $250,000 for survey money
to examine into how the United States
can participate in this project and how
the participation of the United States
can best be effectuated.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume,

Mr, SPEAKER, the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Younc] has ex-
plained the rule in accordance with my
understanding, in that House Resolution
583 will provide for 1 hour of general
debate under an open rule for the consid-
eration of H.R. 9247, which is a bill to
provide for the participation of the
United States in the HemisFair 1968 ex-
position to be held in San Antonio, Tex.

Mr. Speaker, I think it might be well
to read into the Recorna part or a por-
tion of the legislation as set forth in the
report which seems to be very concise
and very complete to me, to the extent
that H.R. 9247 grants congressional rec-
ognition to the international exposition,
HemisFair 1968, which is planned to be
held at San Antonio, Tex. in 1968, and
which is designed to “enhance the exist-
ing brotherhood between New World na-
tions, reaffirm common ties, increase un-
derstanding, and fortify world peace.”

Second. The bill authorizes and re-
quests the President, by proclamation or
in such other manner as he may deem
proper, to invite the several States of
the Union and foreign countries to take
part in the exposition; and it directs the
President to report to the Congress, dur-
ing the first regular session of Congress
after the date of the enactment of this
legislation.

Third. If directs the Secretary of Com-
merce to establish a planning staff to
conduct a study to determine the man-
ner in which, and the extent to which,
the United States shall be a participant
in and an exhibitor at the HemisFair
1968, and grants him certain powers re-
quired to accomplish this assignment.

Mr. Speaker, the appropriation au-
thorized for this study is $250,000.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time, but I will say to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Younc] that I do not
have any requests for time.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.
tat?l motion to reconsider was laid on the

e.
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INTER-AMERICAN CULTURAL AND
TRADE CENTER (INTERAMA)

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules I call up
House Resolution 582 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution,
follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
30) to provide for participation of the United
States in the Inter-American Cultural and
Trade Center in Dade County, Florida, and
for other purposes. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed one hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
the substitute amendment recommended by
the Committee on Forelgn Affairs now in the
bill and such substitute for the purpose of
amendment shall be considered under the
five-minute rule as an original bill. At the
conclusion of such consideration the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and any Member may demand
a separate vote in the House on any of the
amendments adopted in the Committee of
the Whele to the bill or committee substi-
tute. The previous guestion shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without intructions.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the able gentleman from
California [Mr. SmiTH]; and pending
that I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, there was no objection to
this rule in the Committee on Rules. It
provides for an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate on H.R. 30 which comes
to the House of Representatives from the
;listinguished Committee on Foreign Af-

airs.

Mr. Speaker, the bill (H.R. 30) would
provide for the participation of the Gov-
ernment of the United States in the In-
ter-American Cultural and Trade Center
located at Miami, Fla.—the nature, ex-
tent, and cost of such participation to be
as recommended by the department or
agency of the Government of the United
States designated by the President in a
report to the Congress by February 15
next to the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that
there was no opposition in the committee
and I know of no controversy about the
rule I urge the adoption of the rule and
I yield to the able gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume,

Mr. Speaker, as stated by the able gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. PeprpEr] this
provides an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate for the consideration of
H.R. 30, a bill to provide for participa-
tion of the United States in the Inter-
American Cultural and Trade Center in
Dade County.

as
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My understanding of the purpose of
the legislation is the same as that set
forth by the gentleman from Florida.
I would like to add, however, that the
legislation authorizes an appropriation
of not to exceed $11 million for the U.S.
participation in the Interama, subject
to the condition that not more than
$250,000 of this amount may be avail-
able for the preparation of the report
required to be submitted to the Congress
not later than February 15, 1966. In
addition, there is authorized to be ap-
propriated not to exceed $1 million an-
nually for each of the fiscal years 1967
through 1970 for the maintenance of
U.S. installations and activities in In-
terama.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no objection
to the rule and reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

HEMISFAIR, 1968

Mr. FASCELL. Mr, Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 9247) to provide for par-
ticipation of the United States in the
HemisFair 1968 Exposition to be held at
San Antonio, Tex., in 1968, and for other
purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill H.R. 9247, with
Mr. OLseEN of Montana in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, the
bill H.R. 9247 provides for participation
of the United States in HemisFair 1968,
an international exposition to be held
in San Antonio, Tex. The hill author-
izes an appropriation of not to exceed
$250,000 for the purpose of a study of
the best way for the United States to par-
ticipate in this exposition and the prep-
aration of preliminary plans for such
participation,

The legislation also gives the Secre-
tary of Commerce the necessary author-
ity to carry out the purposes of the act.

The Subcommittee on International
Organization and Movements and the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs very care-
fully considered this proposal, and we
believe this is a worthy project for the
United States to participate in.

The sponsors of HemisFair 1968 have
submitted sufficient evidence which indi-
cates their proposed exposition meets the
basic criteria for U.S. participation as set
forth in the Federal Register of October
2, 1964; namely, that the project has re-
ceived substantial support from the State
of Texas, from the city of San Antonio,
and from the local business community.
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Further, the feasibility studies con-
ducted by reputable organizations indi-
cate this is an economically feasible
project.

Finally, U.S. participation in Hemis-
Fair 1968 would not interfere with the
securing of the approval of the Bureau
of International Expositions in Paris for
the U.S. Bicentennial Exposition which
will be held in 1975 or 1976.

I would only add one other thing, Mr.
Chairman. This method of legislating
is the only way in which the Congress
can make a decision with respect to these
kinds of projects and the selection of
sites. That is a congressional problem
by virtue of the nonexistence of general
legislation. So in refreshing our mem-
ory on this, I just want to repeat that
if there were several sites proposed for
international fairs for the same period of
time, the determination whether the
United States should participate in a
particular exposition is a congressional
determination, and we have to make it
separately each time in each individual
case.

This is the way we have been proceed-
ing with respect to the authorization of
projects of this type. At one time gen-
eral legisiation did exist for U.S. partici-
pation in domestic expositions. That
authority, however,
amendment in the other body, and we
concurred in its removal. Therefore, we
are back to the way in which we have
proceeded throughout all the previous
yvears, and that is by special authoriza-
tion reviewed by the proper legislative
committee, and sent through the normal
appropriation route, for implementing
U.S. participation in each specific
project.

That, Mr. Chairman, is what this bill
does.

At this time, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to yield to one of the sponsors of this
legislation who has worked very dili-
gently on behalf of it and who has han-
dled himself very ably before the
committee in testifying on it, the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ].

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, as
the author of HR. 9427, I want to ex-
tend my deep appreciation to Chairman
Morcany and Chairman Fasceir for the
many courtesies they have given me and
for the expeditious and businesslike
handling of this bill.

H.R. 9427 does four things:

First. It grants congressional recog-
nition to HemisFair, an international ex-
position, to be held in my hometown,
San Antonio, Tex., in 1968.

Second. It authorizes and requests the
President to invite the several States of
the Union and foreign countries to take
part in the exposition; and it directs the
President to report to Congress in the
next session of Congress concerning the
most effective way for the United States
to participate.

Third. It directs the Secretary of
Commerce to conduct a study to deter-
mine the manner in and the extent to
which the United States shall be a
participant.

Fourth. It authorizes an appropria-
tion of $250,000 to carry out the study.

was removed by
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Mr. Chairman, few, if any, applicants
for Federal participation in an interna-
tional exposition to be held in this coun-
try have ever come before Congress with
as much of the groundwork completed as
HemisFair 1968. San Antonio has made
a total communitywide commitment in
the form of a nearly $8 million voluntary
subscription by local individuals, busi-
nesses and labor unions, and by passage
of a $30-million bond issue. The State
of Texas, likewise, has committed its re-
sources to the success of this great expo-
sition. During the last session of the
State legislature a $4.5-million appro-
priation for HemisFair was voted and
has since been signed by Gov. John Con-
nally. The Governor himself has ac-
cepted the position of commissioner
general for the exposition.

The planning study authorized by this
bill will' reveal the best, the most effec-
tive and the most economical way in
which the United States can participate.
It will be a wonderful and a most useful
exposition, from the point of view of our
involvement in the Alliance for Progress,
as well as for general trade and cultural
purposes. I urge my colleagues to join
me in voting for this excellent project.

Mr. CABELL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I am delighted to
yield to my distinguished colleague from

Mr. CABELL. I thank the gentleman
from Texas for yielding.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee, I rise to associate myself
with the remarks of the gentleman from
San Antonio, Tex., and to compliment
the committee on approving this project.

The proposed undertaking will bene-
fit not only San Antonio and the great
southwestern area of the country, but
also the United States as a whole. There
is a tremendous background of history,
Latin and Spanish culture in the San
Antonio area, and the project will bring
visitors not only from Latin America but
from all over the world. They will gain
an impression that will be long lasting.

Mr. POOL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I am delighted to
yield to the other distinguished col-
league from Dallas, Tex.

Mr. POOL. Mr. Chairman, it is a dis-
tinet honor and privilege to join with
the gentlemen from Texas [EARLE CABELL
and HENrRY GonzaLEz] and other Texans
in speaking in behalf of HemisFair.

I have been down in San Antonio and
inspected HemisFair as the Congressman
at large from Texas; I also represent San
Antonio.

The HemisFair project is a great one.
The people of San Antonio will be proud
of this fair. It will do the American
people a great deal of good. Our Latin
American relations will be improved by
this great gesture of better understand-
ing and good will. I think it is a wonder-
ful project. Hewnry, I congratulate you
for doing a tremendous job.

Mr. GONZALEZ., I thank the gentle-
man very much.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I might require.
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Today ought to be a red-letter day in
the history of Texas, the House having
approved the Trinity River project in the
rivers and harbors bill, and now comes
HemisFair. We have some idea of what
the Trinity River project will cost us if it
ever gets underway, but we do not know
precisely what the HemisFair project will
cost.

Mr. Chairman, we have set the prece-
dent for Federal support of fairs by ap-
propriating for the World’'s Fair in New
York, the Seattle fair, and others at
home and abroad. I assume that we can
do no less than give some support to a
fair even in the oil-rich State of Texas.

I do think that $250,000 for survey or
study money is out of line, because they
seemed to do very well with $125,000 in
their study and survey in connection
with the Seattle fair. Moreover, the
Texas fair will be getting the benefit of
the experience of those who put together
the U.S. participation in the Seattle fair.
So at the proper time it will be my pur-
pose to offer an amendment to cut the
authorization from $250,000 to $125,000,
the amount allocated for the survey or
study of the Federal Government's par-
ticipation in the Seattle fair.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DERWIN-
sKI1l.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman,
even though I do not represent the great
State of Texas I do support this meas-
ure.

I cannot conceive of a major trade
fair being held in San Antonio, drawing,
as it obviously will, people from Latin
America, without a very practical par-
ticipation by the U.S. Government; so I
feel we are doing a very necessary and
practical thing in approving this meas-
ure.

I point out that the U.S. Information
Agency conducts exhibits in various trade
fairs around the world, most of them
not nearly as good as they should be,
because the USIA is a rather weak, spine-
less, ineffective propaganda arm of our
Government. Nevertheless, the po-
tential of a Federal Government ex-
hibit at a fair is really beyond compre-
hension. I would hope that the good
Texans, recognizing as they do the su-
perior qualities of their State, would see
to it that the Federal exhibit at the San
Antonio fair would be as great and as
noble as all of the things which are al-
ways undertaken in the State of Tex-
as

Mr. Chairman, for the same basic rea-
sons I support H.R. 30, U.S. participa-
tion in the so-called Interama in the
great State of Florida. I feel it would
be inconsistent to conduct either one of
these fairs without substantial and effec-
tive participation by our Government.

I should also mention that the distin-
guished Senator from Texas [Mr.
Tower] has been most active in urging
support of this bill. This typifies the
great spirit of unity which exists among
the Texans.

Incidentally, may I point out to the
Members of the House that Senator
Tower has evidenced a vigorous interest
in the leadership that must be forth-
coming from the United States in deal-
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ing with the problems in Latin America.
The Senator from Texas [Mr. Towerl
recognizes, as evidently the Department
of State does not, that it takes more than
fancy slogans and dollars to solve the
economic and political complications
south of the border. He recognizes that
U.S. leadership emphasizing principles
of free enterprise and respect for con-
stitutional government must be a major
contribution on our part to the peoples
of Latin America.

May I point out, Mr. Chairman, that it
has not been my practice to automat-
ically vote for the vast expenditures of
funds so consistently authorized by the
Committee on Foreign Affairs. How-
ever, I feel that an investment in the
two fairs is potentially well worth the
money, and I urge approval by the House
of both measures.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
6 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. FIsHER].

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 9247, introduced by
my colleague, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. GonzaLez]l. In fact. I introduced
a companion bill, H.R. 9533.

In 2% years from now an interna-
tional exposition will open in the his-
torlc city of San Antonio, Tex. This
promises to be the largest and most sig-
nificant exposition ever held in the
Southwest. The purpose of the pending
bill is to grant congressional recognition
to this project, HemisFair 1968. In brief,
the purpose of this fair will be to en-
hance the existing brotherhood between
the nations of this hemisphere and to
reafirm common ties, increase under-
standing, and fortify world peace. These
objectives are lofty and their promotion
most appropriate and timely. :

Mr. Chairman, the pending bill au-
thorizes an appropriation of $250,000 to
help finance the Federal planning which
is required before there can be actual
Federal participation in the exhibits.

This exposition was initiated by our
colleague, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. GonzaLez] and has solid local and
State support. The State of Texas has
provided $4.5 million, and has committed
itself to an additional $3 million later.
The people of San Antonio, by a vote of
31, to 1, approved a $30 million bond
issue, to support the project. In addi-
tion, the 26 banks in San Antonio ad-
vanced $4% million, and the business-
men of the Alamo City pledged $7.5
million.

Thus, it can be seen that there is
solid support on the local level, and very
limited additional cost will be involved
so far as the Federal Government is con-
cerned. It is most important, however,
that the project be given congressional
approval. Once that is done, it will be
in order for the President to extend invi-
tations to foreign governments to par-
ticipate, and it will then be in order for
the Bureau of International Expositions,
to approve the exposition.

Mr. Chairman, this exposition has the
approval of the President of the United
States, of the Governor of Texas, of the
Department of Commerce, the State De-
partment, and indeed of all who have
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had occasion to express judgment with
respect to it.

The year 1968 will mark the 250th an-
niversary of beautiful and romantic old
San Antonio—the home of the Alamo
and the cradle of Texas liberty.

The exposition is designed to display
the very best of the Americas, and will
feature their achievements in commerce,
industry, agriculture, science, and also
the arts, education, and the professions.
The project will advance international
understanding, respect, and interdepend-
ence by featuring the merging of civiliza-
tions of one continent to form a broth-
erhood of free and independent nations,
all seeking the same lofty objectives. In-
deed, the theme of the exposition will be
“The Confluence of the Civilizations of
the Americas.”

Mr. Chairman, the importance and the
attractiveness of this great project can-
not be overemphasized. The good that
it will accomplish can hardly be esti-
mated. Its timing coincides with the
1968 Olympics in Mexico City, and San
Antonio, the “Gateway to Latin Amer-
ica,” will be an appropriate stopover for
those en route to the Olympics. There
they will see not only the magnificent
exhibits located on the 92%-acre ex-
position site, but only 2 blocks away will
be able to gaze upon the Alamo itself, a
sacred shrine in the history of man’s
struggle for freedom and liberty.

I feel sure that before the exposition
is concluded every Member of the Con-
gress will want to visit San Antonio, en-
joy the traditional Texas hospitality, and
participate by your presence in this great
promotion of international good will and
understanding.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will
my distinguished colleague yield?

Mr. FISHER. I yield to my colleague
from Texas.

Mr, ROBERTS. I commend my col-
league. I wish to associate myself with
his remarks. I support the legislation.
I believe nothing could happen in this
country which would be of more impor-
tance in respect to our Latin American
relations.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FISHER. I am glad to yield to
my colleague from Texas.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
of the distinguished gentleman from
San Angelo and to commend the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, my colleague
from San Antonio, and all of the mem-
bers who have worked so hard to bring
this fine measure before this House., I
enthusiastically support this bill.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BURLESON].

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman,Iam
sure there are enough Texans speaking
on this subject, but as a member of the
subcommittee of which the able gentle-
man from Florida is chairman, I do want
to compliment my colleague, the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. GonzaLEz], and his
associates from San Antonio, Tex., for
presenting in a most interesting and ef-
fective way their proposal for HemisFair.
I have never seen anything more thor-
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oughly, more convincingly, or more at-
tractively presented than this legislation
before the Committee. I enthusiastically
support them in these efforts. I also take
this opportunity to express the appreci-
ation of those of us from Texas for the
interest, understanding and support of
the Subcommittee and the full Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs in this worthy
plan. I trust we may have the unani-
mous support of the House and in ad-
vance assure you of our gratitude.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SCHWEIKER].

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. Chairman, it
is appropriate today as I rise in support
of this bill, providing for U.S. participa-
tion in the 1968 HemisFair Exposition at
San Antonio, that I call to the attention
of my colleagues House Concurrent Res-
olution 465 which I have introduced ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that Phil-
adelphia should be designated the host
city for the 1976 National Bicentennial
Celebration commemorating 2 centuries
of independence.

I have today received from the Phil-
adelphia City Council its unanimous res-
olution of September 16 memorializing
the House to enact House Concurrent
Resolution 465. It is my great hope that
the House will move quickly and favor-
ably upon this matter.

Through passage of House Concurrent
Resolution 465, the Congress would ex-
press its enthusiasm and encouragement
for Philadelphia’s plans for such a bi-
centennial celebration.

Philadelphia was the meeting place of
the First Continental Congress. The
Declaration of Independence was signed
and first read to the people in Philadel-
phia. It is most appropriate that we
rededicate ourselves to that Declaration
in Philadelphia, the birthplace of our
Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I introduce the memo-
rializing resolution of the Philadelphia
City Council and ask that it be referred
to the Judiciary Committee which is con-
sidering my proposal.

Further, Mr. Chairman, I will ask
unanimous consent at the appropriate
time to insert at this point the text of
the memorializing resolution and the
covering letter from Philadelphia City
Council President Paul D'Orfona:

Ciry CouNcIL,
CITY OF PHILADELPHIA,
September 20, 1965.
Hon. RICHARD S, SCHWEIKER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN ScHWEIKER: I am priv-
ileged to forward to you a certified copy of
resolution No. 148, entitled: “Resolution
memorializing the House of Representatives
of the United States to enact House Concur-
rent Resolution No, 465, which expresses the
sense of Congress that Philadelphia should
be designated the host city for the 1976 Na-
tional Bicentennial Celebration commemo-
rating two centuries of independence.”

This resolution was adopted unanimously
by the council of the city of Philadelphia at
& meeting held September 16, 1965,

Respectfully,
Paun D'ORTONA,
President, City Council.
CXI—1556
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RESOLUTION 148
Resolution memorializing the House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States to enact
House Concurrent Resclution 465, which
expresses the sense of Congress that Phila-
delphia should be designated the host city
for the 1976 National Bicentennial Cele-
bration commemorating two centuries of
independence
Whereas the President of the United States
has declared that a national celebration shall
take place in 1976 to commemorate our Na-
tion’s 200 years of independence; and
Whereas our Nation was born in Independ-
ence Hall in Philadelphia and it was here the
Declaration of Independence was signed and
first announced to the people in 1776 and
these buildings are still standing and have
become a national shrine; and
Whereas no other city is as rich as Phila-
delphia in historical background connected
with the founding of our Nation; and
Whereas Philadelphia was the site of the
Nation’s centennial celebration in 1876 and
the sesquicentennial in 1926; and
Whereas while Philadelphia is rich in his-
tory it is also modern in the accommodations
and entertainment which could be offered
to visitors; and
Whereas a Philadelphia Bicentennial Com-
mittee of prominent citizens has been formed
and its studies show that a national cele-
bratlon would be artistically successful and
would financially benefit all Pennsylvanians:
Therefore
Resolved, by the Council of the City of
Philadelphia, That we hereby memorialize
the Members of the House of Representatives
of the United States to enact House Concur-
rent Resolution 465, which expresses the
sense of Congress that Philadelphia is the
Nation's most qualified city to host a na-
tional celebration commemorating 200 years
of independence in the United States of
America and the two Houses of Congress view
with enthuslasm and encouragement the ef-
forts of Philadelphia citizens to plan a na-
tional celebration in Philadelphia in 1976.
Resolved, That certified coples of this reso-
Iution be forwarded to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and to the Members
of Congress representing the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania.
Pavun, D'ORTONA,
President of City Council.
Attest:
NATHAN WOLFMAN,
Chief Clerk of the Council.

Mr. FASCELL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. PIcRLE].

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this measure. I would like
to point out that in this day and time
each section of our country has great
pride in its own environment. We have
pui particular emphasis on the educa-
tion of the North and East and the other
scientific centers. I point out that in the
great Southwest our civilization goes
back further than does that of any other
part of the country.

In connection with this exposition in
1968, HemisFair, I think the great South-
west will take great pride in pointing
out that the roots of civilization and of
our culture in these United States and,
indeed, in Latin and Central America are
deeper here than in any other section of
the Americas.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARzaAl,

Mr., pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
I join with my colleagues from Texas,
and especially my colleague from San

24681

Antonio in support of this legislation.
My distriet is to the south of San An-
tonio. I represent some 300 miles on the
Rio Grande River, along the Mexican
border. We know full well that any
amount that we spend cannot be suffi-
cient to better the wonderful relations
or continue the wonderful relations that
we have with our immediate neighbor to
the south and all of the other countries
south of her.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to say to
my colleague from Iowa that this is cer-
tainly a red letter day, when he joins
us Texans in this effort. I should like
further to tell him that if he would be so
generous and make it a gold letter day
by withdrawing his proposed amend-
ment, his name will be put inside the
Alamo alongside the other heroes who
fought for Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I join
my colleague, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Gonzarezl, in his enthusiasm for
this exciting HemisFair proposal.

San Antonio leaders and citizens have
been working diligently for many months
in the interest of a well-planned and
well-directed exposition.

The city of San Antonio is an ideal
site for such an event. It is the gate-
way and meeting place where the cul-
tures of Latin and North America meet
and mingle.

I am certain that this exposition will
do much for our hemispherie relations,
and I feel sure the House will adopt this
bill.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, nearly
4 years ago, our distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Texas, Represent-
ative HeEnrRy B. Gonzarez, first pro-
posed that the 250th anniversary of the
founding of the city of San Antonio,
Tex., be celebrated with a Fair of the
Americas.

Today, the culmination of his efforts
is before this House in H.R. 9247, pro-
viding for U.S. participation in this
great undertaking.

Now known as “HemisFair,” it is
dedicated to the people of all the Ameri-
cas to whom we in the Southwest are
so closely tied. It is estimated that in
1968, more than 10 million people will
visit this showcase of all that is good in
the Western Hemisphere—and there is
little doubt in my mind but that the
eyes of the world will view the fair
through our television satellites.

The people of Harris County, Tex.,
some 200 miles distant, support the great
effort of our sister city in commemorat-
ing its 250th anniversary. We share
not only the great heritage of our State’s
history, but the same deep and abiding
interest in, and friendship for, our good
neighbors to the south. HemisFair will
not only benefit San Antonio, but in my
judement will be of great help to all
areas of our State and our Nation. For
this reason, it is a privilege for me to
support H.R. 9247.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the Congress



24682

hereby recognizes the international exposi-
tion, HemisFair 1968 (hereafter in this Act
referred to as the “exposition”), which is
being held at San Antonio, Texas, in 1968,
as an event designed to enhance the existing
brotherhood between new world nations, re-
affirm common ties, increase understanding,
and fortify world peace. The purposes of
such exposition are to—

(1) honor and display the diversified cul-
tures of Pan America, including the history,
art, industry, commerce, and economic de-
velopment of each of the natlons of the
Western Hemisphere, their interrelationships
and common ties, and the contributions to
their development from Europe, Asia, and
Africa;

(2) encourage, coineident with the Olym-
pic Games being held In Mexico City in 1968,
tourist travel in and to the United States,
stimulate foreign trade, and promote cultural
exchanges; and

(3) ecommemorate the two hundred and
fiftieth anniversary of the founding of his-
toric bilingual San Antonio, “the gateway
of Latin America”.

Sec. 2. (a) To lmplement the recognition
declared in the first section of this Act, the
President, through the Secretary of Com-
merce, shall cooperate with the State of
Texas with respect to, and determine the
extent to which the United States shall be a
participant in and an exhibitor at, the
exposition.

(b) The President is authorized and re-
quested, by proclamation or in such other
manner as he may deem proper, to invite
the several States of the Union and foreign
countries to take part in the exposition.

Sec. 3. (a) In carrying out his duties under
section 2(a) of this Act, the Secretary of
Commerce shall establish a planning staff
to conduct a study to determine the manner
in whiech and the extent to which the United
States shall be a participant in and an ex-
hibitor at the exposition, and to report there-
on to the Secretary of Commerce and the
President.

(b) (1) The Secretary of Commerce is au-
thorized to appoint, without regard to the
civil service laws and the Classification Act
of 1949, such consultants and experts as
he deems to be necessary to assist the plan-
ning staff established under subsection (a).
Persons so appointed as consultants and ex-
perts, who are not otherwise employed by
the United States, shall be (A) paid com-
pensation at a rate not to exceed $100 per
diem while engaged in the work of such
planning staff, and (B) reimbursed for travel
and other necessary expenses incurred while
80 engaged, including per diem in lleu of
suhsistence, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C,
T3b—2) for persons in the Government service
2mployed intermittently.

(2) The Secretary of Commerce is author-
Ized to appoint and fix the compensation of
the members of such planning staff and such
secretarial, clerical, and other. staff assistants
as may be necessary to enable such planning
staff to perform its functions, without regard
to the civil service laws and the Classification
Act of 1949, except that no person appointed
under this paragraph shall recelve compensa-
tion at a rate in excess of that received by
persons under the Classification Act of 1949
for performing comparable duties.

Sec. 4. The head of each department,
agency, or instrumentality of the Federal
Government is authorized—

(1) to cooperate with the Secretary of
Commerce with respect to determining the
manner in which and the extent to which
the United States shall be a participant in
and an exhibitor at the exposition; and

(2) to make available to the Secretary of
Commerce, from time to time, on a reim-
bursable basis, such personnel as may be
necessary to assist the Secretary of Commerce
in carrying out his functions under this Act.
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See. 5. The President shall report to the
Congress during the first regular session of
Congress which begins after the date of en-
actment of this Act with respect to (1) the
findings derived from the study referred to
in section 8, together with such recommen-
dations as the Secretary of Commerce and the
President may deem appropriate concerning
the most eflective manner of representation
of the United States at the exposition, and
(2) the amount of appropriations which are
necessary to accomplish such representation.

Sec. 6, There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated not to exceed $250,000 to carry
out the provisions of this Act.

Mr. FASCELL (interrupting the read-
ing of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered as read, printed in the REecorp,
and open for amendment at any point.

The CHATIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On page
5, line 2, strike the figure “$250,000” and In-
sert “8125,000"

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I deeply
regret that I cannot accept the kind of-
fer of the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DE LA Garzal. I first visited the Alamo
many years ago. I am sorry that by of-
fering the amendment I have to forfeit
in this fashion my right to the recogni-
tion in the Alamo which he offered.

Mr. Chairman, I have offered this
amendment because I am convinced the
expenditure can very well be limited to
$125,000.

Without repeating my previous argu-
ment, I again point to the fact that this
was the amount allotted to the Seattle
Fair for the preliminary study and there
was no complaint that the amount was
inadequate.

Mr. Chairman, there is no reason why
$125,000 would not be completely ade-
quate to determine the amount and the
kind of participation by the U.S. Gov-
ernment in this project.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to my
colleague from Missouri.

Mr. HALL, Does not the gentleman
know the old saying, that you have to fiy
twice as fast as a normal liar, in order
to keep up with the truth about Texas?
Therefore, this request is perhaps in or-
der, to have twice as much study money
as we had for the Seattle Fair in Fed-
eral study and participation.

Mr. GROSS. I can see that my good
friend from Missouri is well acquainted
with Texas and Texans,

Mr, Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I address myself to this
amendment not only as a member of the
subcommittee who sat through all of the
hearings on this matter, but also as a
member of the board of directors of the
New York World’s Fair. I have had some
experience—some of it quite unhappy—
with fairs of this type.
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Mr. Chairman, I might say that I was
more than cautious, perhaps because of
my experience, than some of my other
colleagues and because of that fact, I was
very much interested in the report of
the economic consultants who testified
in support of the San Antonio fair.

Mr. Chairman, I was very, very much
convinced that they had been most con-
servative in their projection of attend-
ance, and I am completely satisfied as to
;r';e proposed finaneial success of Hemis-

ir,

Mr. Chairman, I was also very much
impressed by the fact that they had hired
a Mr. Dingwall, who had been the execu-
tive vice president of the Seattle World’s
Fair. Mr. Dingwall addressed himself to
the matter that Seattle had used only
$125,000 in their original plans. As re-
lated to this inquiry, Mr. Dingwall said
at page 22 of the hearings as follows:

We have asked for more here than Seattle
did some years ago because we did hope—
Seattle asked for $125,000 and we doubled
that because we would hope that there could
be some design work undertaken along with

:?e writing of the program for full participa-
on.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Dingwall was sup-
ported in that position by Mr. Perry,
who was in charge of the design and
architecture for the proposed HemisFair
and he said on page 23 of the hearings
as follows:

It was our consideration that architec-
tural work of a schematic nature should ac-

company the program work done by those
authorized under this legislation.

And, Mr. Chairman, in explaining this
as a result of an inquiry from my col-
league, the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN] as to what
“schematic” meant, Mr. Perry said:

A schematic design to an architect is a
technical term which comprises the begin-
ning stages of architectural work. It in-
cludes conceptual design and analysis and
preliminary cost estimates. This would ac-
company the programing done by those who
would be doing the exhibit planning.

He further explained to us, and com-
pletely to my satisfaction and to that of
the subcommittee, that by doubling the
amount they could not only save money
but save time, that they would do much
of the architectural design and project
work in the initial stages so that the net
effect, by doing this at the same time
they were doing the programing with
reference to the initial inquiry as to the
feasibility and the type structure we
would have, the net result would be a
substantial savings to the United States
and would probably result in a finer and
more appropriate exhibit and would in
the long run save time.

Mr. Chairman, the sponsors of the
resolution, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr, GonzaLez] and his supporters, did
an excellent job in the presentation sub-
mitted to us. They included a complete
statement of figures and a projection of
expenditures which reached the sum of
$250,000, and indicated that if there were
something less than that spent, they
would only ask for what they actually
needed.
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Mr. Chairman, in my judgment this
was the wise way to approach it, and for
these reasons I hope the amendment is
defeated.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I was intrigued by the
fact that it was necessary for a member
of the committee from New York to rise
to defend this fair in San Antonio. I
would like to point out to the Members
of the House—I believe the chairman of
the subcommittee will bear me out—that
it was our intention—as we discussed the
matter in the subcommittee—that the
Commerce Department, in working on
these plans, assumes that there will be
no question of participation so that the
major emphasis will be to produce the
most practical possible exhibit. This sur-
vey is not in the nature of deciding
whether or not we shall participate; it
is based on the premise that participa-
tion will take place. Therefore, as the
gentleman pointed out, the funds will be
a practical investment in the final proj-
ect. It is more than a plan to determine
a course of action. I do not think there
is any need of reducing this amount, but,
on the other hand, it must be utilized to
the most practical extent possible, keep-
ing in mind the ultimate objective.

I feel that the amendment, although
moderate of the normal standpoint of
the gentleman from Iowa, should be de-
feated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. Grossl.

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Orsen of Montana, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 9247) to provide for
participation of the United States in the
HemisFair 1968 Exposition to be held at
San Antonio, Tex., in 1968, and for other
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution
583, he reported the bill back to the
House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

INTER-AMERICAN CULTURAL AND
TRADE CENTER (INTERAMA)

Mr., FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 30) to provide for par-
ticipation of the United States in the
Inter-American Cultural and Trade Cen-
ter in Dade County, Fla., and for other
purposes.

The motion was agreed to.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Commitiee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 30), with Mr.
OLseN of Montana in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. FASCELL., Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 30, as amended,
provides for the participation of the
United States in the Infer-American
Cultural and Trade Center in Dade
County, Fla., known as Interama. It
authorizes the President to invite the
several States of the United States and
foreign countries to take part in this
exposition, and to appoint a commission-
er for Interama who shall perform such
duties as the President may assign to him.
Further, the bill provides certain powers
to the head of a department or agency
designated by the President, to carry out
U.S. participation in Interama. The
head of such department or agency is
directed to report on the proposed nature
and extent of U.S. participation during
the early part of the forthcoming session
of the Congress, and other agencies of
the executive branch are authorized to
cooperate with him, on a reimbursable
basis, in fulfilling his duties.

The legislation, in seetion 5, authorizes
an appropriation of not to exceed $11
million to carry out the above stated
purposes, as well an appropriation of not
to exceed $1 million for each of the fiscal
years 1967 through 1970 for the mainte-
nance of the U.S. exhibit at Interama.

Mr. Chairman, our committee has
given very careful study to this legisla-
tion. The concept of Interama as a per-
manent year-round, nonprofit, self-sus-
taining enterprise for the development
of improved relations and increased
trade with the Republics of Latin Amer-
ica, has already been endorsed by the
Congress and granted recognition in a
Presidential proclamation. = This is a
carefully thought out undertaking and
the plans for it are being implemented in
accordance with the very thorough and
well documented feasibility studies con-
ducted by several research firms with ex-
tensive experience in the recreational
and exposition fields.

To date, Interama has obtained finan-
cial resources and commitments which
already approach $150 million and give
evidence of substantial local support,
both governmental and private, for this
project. The full scope of this proposed
$500 million undertaking is explained in
detail in the statistical table which ap-
pears in the appendix to the report filed
on this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to mention
one more thing: After careful considera-
tion of HR. 30 in open hearings and ex-
ecutive sessions, our committee has
amended the text of the bill so as to
make it conform to the prineiples and
procedures which our Government has
used in the past and is using currently,
in participating in various international
expositions. We also received assurances
from the executive branch that U.S. par-
ticipation in Intrama will not interfere
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with the securing of the approval of the
Bureau of International Expositions for
the celebration of the U.S. Bicentennial
to be held in 1975 or 1976.

Of course, Mr. Chairman, we strongly
recommend that the legislation be
passed.

Mr. Chairman, at this point I would
like to yield to one of the sponsors of this
legislation, the prinecipal sponsor, my
distinguished colleague from the same
area that I have the honor to represent,
who today sees the opportunity for at
least a partial fulfillment of a lifelong
dream which he initiated many, many
years ago and which has been close to
his ‘heart for all this long period of
time—a man who has made an outstand-
ing record in the other body and who is
now building for himself an outstanding
record in this body. It is really a privi-
lege for me to yield such time as he may
require to my colleague, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. PEPPER].

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Committee, I thank my
able and very generous colleague, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FasceLL]
for his kind references to me. I partic-
ularly want to commend him for the
splendid leadership he has given not only
on this measure but to so many other
measures that have had the attention
and the favorable consideration of the
House of Representatives to promote
trade and cultural exchange and friend-
ship and cooperation between the United
States and Latin American countries,
which is the primary aim and purpose of
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it very
clear that this bill has the complete sup-
port of the Florida delegation in both
Houses of the Congress, While this bill,
H.R. 30, happens to be my bill which is
being considered by the House of Rep-
resentatives today as amended by the
able Committee on Foreign Affairs, all
the members of the Florida delegation
with the exception of one, introduced a
companion bill,

I am very pleased to say that the two
able Republican members of our Florida
delegation introduced the same bill and
they have given strong and most help-
ful and commendable support to this
project all along the road of its consider-
ation in the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, as my able colleague
has been generous enough to say, this is
an old dream to many of us—and great
credit for its maturity goes to many. I
do not claim to be the first to advocate
this inspiring center, although my wife
and I for nearly a third of a century fol-
lowing the example of others ahead of us,
have done what we ecould to push this
great project forward te bring about a
closer relationship and understanding
and a greater degree of cultural and
business exchange between the United
States and the Latin American countries.

All of us believe that to a great extent
the destiny of freedom in the world will
be determined by the cooperation, the
unity, and the strength in dedication to
peace and progress on the part of the
nations that make up our Western Hem-

isphere. :



24684

As my able colleague and friend, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FasceLL]
has said, the proposed project happens
to lie in my district, in the northern part
of Biscayne Bay, although very proxi-
mate also to the district of my dis-
tinguished colleague and friend, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FasceLLl.
Yet I did not come to be a supporter of
this project when it came to lie in my dis-
trict, proud as I am that I can represent
a8 district in which this great project
is conceived and, I hope, will come to its
magnificent maturity.

In March 1941, when I had the honor
to be a Member of the other body, and
when I lived in Tallahassee, Fla., in the
northern part of the State—almost 500
miles from where this project lies—I in-
troduced in that body a bill the title of
which was “to provide for the establish-
ment of a Pan American Center at Mi-
ami, Fla., for the coordination of com-
mercial and cultural relations between
the American Republics, and for other

purposes.

In 1950, both Houses of Congress
passed measures of which I was one of
the authors in the other body. On Au-
gust 25, 1950, the House passed one of
those resolutions, the “resolving” part of
which I should like to read:

Resolved by the Senate and the House
of Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Congress hereby expresses its endorsement
of the establishment of the Inter-American
Cultural and Trade Center in Miami as a
permanent year-round, nonprofit self-sus-
taining enterprise for the development of im-
proved relations and increased trade with the
Republics of Latin America.

In 1952, in January, President Truman,
pursuant to the provisions of that reso-
lution adopted by the Congress, said—
and I quote only a part of the declara-
tion:

Now, therefore, I, Harry S. Truman, Presl-
dent of the United States, In consonance with
the Joint Resolution, do hereby call upon
officials and agencies of the Government to
assist and cooperate with the Inter-American
Cultural and Trade Center in Miami, Fla.,
and I invite the participation of all the
nations of the Western Hemisphere therein.

Mr. Chairman, all that remains before
this great project comes into establish-
ment, early maturity, and fruition is the
assurance of participation by the Gov-
ernment of the United States, for assur-
ance of participation by our Govern-
ment will assure participation by the
countries of Latin America. Everything
is now ready for the wheels to move
toward completion of the project
when this resolution is adopted. I hope
it will be speedily adopted in this House
and in the other body. State, county,
and local authorities in Florida have
advanced $882,000 to inaugurate and to
forward Interama.

We have 1,700 acres of land in the
northern part of Biscayne Bay as the site
of the center, 680 acres of which have al-
ready been prepared for building sites.
This land provided by the city of Miami
has been appraised as worth $54 million.

We now have arrangements with
private utilities, Including telephone,
power, and light, to put $15 million
worth of instrumentalities in the center.
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We have a commitment from the State
of Florida to build $6 million of access
and interior roads to and through the
site,

We have a commitment from Good-
body & Co. to grant the authority, which
is a State agency, of which the Governor
of Florida is the honorary chairman—one
member is the president of the First Na-
tional Bank of Miami, the largest bank in
Florida—an additional $13 million. By
letter Goodbody has already said that it
is ready to turn that money over to the
authority on the basis of a feasibility re-
port prepared by Economic Research
Associates, an outstanding research
agency in America. That firm, which is
located in Los Angeles, made the same
inquiry for Seattle and many similar
expositions. That makes a tofal of $21
million advanced by one of the outstand-
ing private bond houses of America—$8
million having already been advanced to
the authority by Goodbody, part of which
has been used in the preparation of the
site.

In addition, we have an additional
commitment from Goodbody & Co. for
$10 million, without any relation to the
Federal Government, for building a $10
million freedom tower.

The theme of this great project is the
American way of life—progress with
freedom. From the city of North Miami
$3,800,000 is committed for the installa-
tion of water and sewerage facilities.

In addition, we have s commitment
of $12 million from International Trade
Mart, a private agency; and in addition
to that we have a commitment from the
Community Facilities Administration
for a loan, adequately secured, as the re-
search agencies have assured, of $22 mil-
lion, to build all the buildings required
for the participation of the Latin Ameri-
can countries and for the Government of
the United States.

In fact $4.5 million of $18.5 million
principal borrowed from CFA by the
Miami authority, the total amount of
the loan, including service charges, be-
ing $22 million—is for the building of a
suitable building to house the exhibit of
the Government of the United States, for
which exhibit or participation we seek
authority under this bill.

So, Mr. Chairman, this great project
which will mean so much to the progress
of freedom in our hemisphere is await-
ing only a commitment fcr participation
by the Government of our country in a
suitable character in the center to be-
come an exciting reality.

Our attention was called by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations in the other
body, during the hearings, to the fact
that this bill as originally drafted was an
open-end authorization. It was said,
“You do not have any limitation on the
amount of authorization.”

We had provided in the original bill
that the character of the exhibit by the
United States, the extent of it and its
cost, should be as recommended by the
department or the agency of the Gov-
ernment designated by the President—
such report to be made to the Speaker
and to the Foreign Relations Committee
and to the Appropriations Committee of
the other body—and as the Appropria-
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tions Committees of the two Houses
might determine to be appropriate for a
suitable exhibit or for suitable participa-
tion in the center, by our Government.
‘We preferred to leave it that way.

But to satisfy those who felt there
should be a ceiling to the authorization
we put in a limitation of $11 million as
the maximum ecost the Government of
the United States could incur. But the
amount of the governmental expendi-
ture will be determined by the recom-
mendation of the department or agency
appointed by the President, and of
course by the Appropriations Commit-
tees of the Senate and the House of
Representatives. The matter will have
the consideration of the Bureau of the
Budget of the executive branch of the
Government also.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee this is a meritorious project.
It will create a center in Miami, where
there is a keen awareness of our intimate
relationship with our Latin American
friends which will excitingly portray all
the free nations of the Americas; a great
center designed in a beautiful Florida
setting by the outstanding architects of
the Americas, where there will be a com-
ing together of the people of the Amer-
icas in the four aspects of the project
which are contemplated in the design—
international, industrial, cultural and
festival—all to promote human dignity
and freedom.

I add, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman,
that I hope and pray that the great cap-
stone of this project, when it comes to its
magnificent completion, will be a truly
great Inter-American University in con-
nection with the University of Miami
where, in the fallow ground of American
democracy, boys and girls from Latin
America may come to study, and to then
go home to be the leaders in the propaga-
tion and defense of democratic faith in
the Latin American countries, which are
s0 essential to our security and our wel-
fare in our hemisphere.

With all my heart, Mr. Chairman, I
commend this authorization to my col-
leagues in this Committee.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. Apair].

Mr. ADAIR. I should like to ask some
questions of the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. FasceLL].

Is this considered to be a permanent
or a somewhat temporary—meaning over
a period of years—establishment?

Mr. FASCELL. If the gentleman will
yield, it will be a permanent establish~
ment.

Mr. ADATR. Second, is it to be re-
garded as something in the nature of a
trade fair? Could the gentleman give us
a little more detail as to precisely what
is to be accomplished?

Mr. FASCELL. It will be more than
a trade fair, because its basic concept in-
volves both cultural and trade considera-
tions. It will have all of the normal
things one would associate with an in-
ternational exposition, but it will go far
beyond that, in that the exhibits will not
be static but will be flexible exhibits, in
the sense of the normal kinds of exhibits
one thinks of in an exposition.



September 22, 1965

Also, there will be opportunity for the
presentation of the cultures of the vari-
ous countries that participate, Latin
American and others, in the form of sym-
phonies, dances, art exhibits, and other
types of cultural exhibits. In addition,
there will be the normal kind of a trade
mart and recreation area, together with
opportunities for seminars, conferences,
and that kind of thing. So this is a
combination of every kind of concept in
the field of expositions that you might
think of, but not a normal trade exposi-
tion within the narrow meaning of that
term. It isnot simply a place where pro-
ducers and buyers of products come to
exchange ideas with respect to their
products and to carry on commercial
transactions. The opportunity for that
would exist, but this center is not lim-
ited to that concept. That is the reason
why it has the name cultural and trade
fair.

Mr. ADAIR. I understood the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. Pepper] to say
that this is a hemispheric effort, or it is so
envisioned. In other words, participa-
tion will be invited from all nations of
this Western Hemisphere.

Mr. FASCELL. It will be all nations,
I will tell the gentleman. The emphasis,
of course, is on this hemisphere because
of the nature of its concept; that is, of an
inter-American exhibition. However, it
will be open to all nations except those
that are Communist dominated.

Mr. ADAIR. So that if a European
country wanted to participate, it might
do so?

Mr. FASCELL. Very definitely. Yes,

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAIR. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr, PEPPER. Iheartily endorse what
my able colleague said, but the only dif-
ference is our authority, with the money
that we borrow is going to build the
buildings for the Latin American coun-
tries without any cost to them and fur-
nish it to them. Their architects will
participate with ours. Six of the out-
standing architects in America headed
by Mr. Edward Durrell Stone and Mr.
Cerf, dean of architecture at Harvard.
However, in the case of all foreign coun-
tries other than those in our hemisphere,
they will pay for their own buildings.

Mr. ADAIR. I would like to ask either
of the two gentlemen from the Miami
area for a little further clarification as
to the financial aspect of the matter. As
I understand it, the request is for an au-
thorization of $11 million to which is to
be added the authorization for four an-
nual $1 million appropriations.

Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman is cor-
rect. It is so stated in the report.

Mr. ADAIR. So the request is for a
total at this time of $15 million.

Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman is cor-
rect. It is not to exceed $15 million.

Mr, ADAIR. Is it anticipated 4 or 5
years hence it may be necessary to come
in and ask for further authorization, or
is it anticipated at that tinie the institu-
tion will be self-maintaining?

Mr. FASCELL. It is not anticipated
that there will be any further requests
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for authorizations. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. ADAIR. My final question is this:
There have been a number of figures
mentioned by both of you gentlemen.
What is expected to be the overall cost of
the establishment of this institution?

Mr. FASCELL. It is projected at this
point that the total cost of development
will be in the neighborheod of $500 mil-
lion when the project is completed.

Mr. ADAIR. I am not clear as to how
much the State of Florida as a State is
putting in.

Mr. FASCELL. The State of Florida
is coming into the project in wvarious
aspects of it, both with direct cash, which
has been made available heretofore to
the State authority called the Interna-
tional Cultural and Trade Center Au-
thority, and also by virtue of a commit-
ment with respect to the construction of
access and other roads in the project
amounting to approximately $6 million—
or $5.9 million, I believe, to be exact.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. FASCELL. If the gentleman will
yvield further, the State has already
started on the construction, or has made
commitments with respect to the first
$3 million of construction. So you have
a total participation of better than $6
million by the State thus far.

Mr. ADAIR. How about the county
of Dade or the city of Miami?

Mr. FASCELL. Well, the county par-
ticipated with respect to moneys actually
heretofore made available to the Author-
ity for necessary preliminary expenses in
the sum of several hundred thousand
dollars. I have forgotten the exact
amount, but it is detailed in the record
of the hearing and the report. The city
of Miami, of course, is making the land
available to the Authority under a sub-
ordination agreement, 1,700 acres of
land, title to which was actually owned
by the city of Miami and transferred to
the State authority.

Mr. ADATR. Does the gentleman an-
ticipate that there will be any further
Federal contribution beyond the amount
asked here?

Mr, FASCELL. We know of none.

Mr. ADAIR. Then the balance of the
money, of the $500 million, to which
reference was made, would come from
private sources or other nations?

Mr. FASCELL. That is correct. It
will come from the bonded financing
which has already been arranged, and
which has been alluded to and is de-
tailed in the report, and includes all of
the other construction and other con-
tributions that will be made either by
private organizations, other govern-
ments, or through other sources. It
would be non-U.S. Federal, in other
words.

Mr, ADAIR. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr, Chairman, at the outset I want to
emphasize that this is a far different
proposition than that of the previous
bill providing for what is called Hemis-
Fair, at San Antonio, Tex. That, I hope,
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will be a one-shot affair, insofar as a
Federal appropriation is concerned.
This is a permanent institution.

I am far from convinced that the
Federal Government, although it has al-
ready put up or has made available $22
million through a so-called loan under
the Community Facilities Administra-
tion, and another $11 million is asked
for in this bill, has seen the end of the
Federal financing of this project as it
now stands.

I sat through the hearings on this
bill. I cannot understand why, with
$54 million worth of real estate allegedly
dedicated to this project, Floridians can-
not take care of the financing without
going so deeply into the Federal Treas-
ury. I am not convinced that they are
going to be able, through revenues from
this Interama, to retire the loan that
has been made, In other words, I think
that already too much dependence has
been put upon the Federal Government
in this affair. Moreover, I am not aware
that in the development of the Trade
Center in New York that the Federal
Government has put up a dime so far.
It is my understanding that the city of
New York is raising a considerable
amount of money on its own from various
sources other than the Federal Govern-
ment—from private and public sources
in the State and city of New York to
establish its trade center.

And for the first time this afternoon I
heard Interama emphasized as a cul-
tural center as well as a trade center.
I am now at a loss now to know whether
it is to be a cultural center or a trade
center.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I notice
in a letter to the committee of which
the gentleman from Iowa is a member,
addressed to the chairman of the com-
mittee, dated September 8, 1965, the As-
sistant Secretary of State for Congres-
sional Relations states that:

The Bureau of the Budget is unable to
advise as to the administration’s position on
this matter.

Does that mean that the Bureau of
the Budget has not taken a position and
the administration is not either in favor
of or against this proposal?

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle-
man that so far as I can remember we
had no witness representing the Bu-
reau of the Budget before the subcom-
mittee that held hearings on the bill.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I was read-
ing from a letter that appears on page
6 of the report.

Mr. GROSS. Yes, and I am aware
of the letter.

Mr. JONAS. Can we find out whether
the administration has a position for or
against this project?

Mr. GROSS. I would suggest—and I
yield to the gentleman for the purpose—
that he ask the sponsors of the legisla-
tion that question.

Mr. JONAS. May I ask the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Florida
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whether this correctly sets forth the fact
that the administration has not ex-
pressed an opinion for or against the
proposal?

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I would not want
to add or detract from anything which
the letter says, because I think it is self-
explanatory. It simply says that the de-
partments in their submission of reports
were not able to obtain the normal pro
forma statements, and the Bureau of the
Budget had no objection to the submis-
sion of the report as far as the President’s
program is concerned. I would further
state that we normally do not call and
have not called any representative from
the Bureau of the Budget to determine
what their position is with respect to the
Bureau of the Budget.

As the gentleman well knows, the only
reason the statement is in there at all is
because under the Executive procedure
all departments are required to clear
their reports with the Bureau of the
Budget.

Mr. JONAS. I might add that thereis
another sentence in this letter from the
Department of State which concerns me,
and it reads as follows:

But before the Federal Government makes
a commitment to become a permanent ex-
hibitor it would seem reasonable to confirm
by some independent study the likelihood
of participation in this event by U.S. private
enterprise and Latin American countries.

That would seem to be a recognition at
least on behalf of the Department of
State that we not go forward with this
until these questions are cleared up.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

Mr, FASCELL. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. FASCELL. I do not think that
interpretation is going to be put on that
language. I would simply say, though,
that the economic feasibility studies
which are available and which are a part
of the record do not have that reserva-
tion at all, as has been testified to before
the committee and which I think has
substantially satisfied our members.
And even these economic feasibility
studies are most conservative, So I do
not quite understand the applicability of
the statement of the gentleman from
North Carolina or the interpretation
which the gentleman from North Caro-
lina places on this with reference to his
reservations in the matter.

Mr. JONAS. I am not making any
reservation at all. I am asking for a
clarification. The letter from the De-
partment of State was written appar-
ently as is stated in the first sen-
tence, in reply to a request from Chair-
man Morcan for the views of the Depart-
ment. What I have read is a part of the
views.

Mr. FASCELL. That is right.

Mr. JONAS. And, I just wondered
whether there had been any subsequent
change or whether the gentleman could
now tell us whether there is approval of
this project on the part of the adminis-
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t{a.tlon or whether it is neutral or nega-
tive.

Mr. FASCELL. I think their state-
ment of position is as expressed in that
letter, and I do not want to add anything
to it or take anything from it, as I said
earlier. This is the reason for the re-
port. I would simply say there certainly
would not be any reservation at all with
respect to the feasibility study because
that has been made by one of the best
organizations we have, and as I stated,
in a very conservative manner,

With reference to the question of feas-
ibility and talking about the economics
of it, it can stand on its own. There
might be a difference of opinion as to
how many exhibitors you are going to
have or just how much participation,
until you actually get into the mechan-
ics of the thing.

For example, in Seattle and New York
we did not have any idea as to how many
people were going to participate when we
started. So one could naturally and
normally have a reservation with re-
spect to the extent of participation by
the people. I see nothing wrong with
that reservation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has again expired.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlemar
from Iowa is recognized for 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, in con-
clusion, I say again that we must under-
stand, in the consideration of this legis-
lation, that here we are being asked to
underwrite a permanent fair or trade
center or cultural center, whatever you
want to call it—I say again I am far
from convinced that the $22 million
which the Federal Government has al-
legedly on loan in this case, and the $11
million which is called for in this bill,
will be the end of the financing on the
part of the Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of the
bill, and reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Pirst of all, I want to remind the
Members that with respect to the New
York World’s Fair, the Federal participa-
tion was $17 million. The only way the
U.S. Government can participate in these
fairs and expositions is for us to author-
ize the appropriation and have the Ap-
propriations Committee appropriate the
money. Normally the Department of
'‘Commerce discharges the operational
functions.

In comparison with any of the proj-
ects we have had before us in the past
10 years, this one will stand on its
own merits as being as good or better
than any other one. The feasibility
studies bear that out.

I do not see any reason for concern
with respect to the permanent nature of
this matter because we have a limitation
on the authorization. The authorization
is also subject to the normal appropria-
tion processes. Further, I see nothing to
be concerned about with respect to the
facilities and the exposition itself. By
all of the criteria for U.S. participation,
by any standards we have used in the
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past, or we may expect to use in the fu-
ture, I would think that we could go
ahead with this project.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. RoceErs] such
time as he may desire.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, as one of the sponsors of Interama
legislation, I strongly support the meas-
ure before the House today, and urge its
adoption.

This week this House adopted a resolu-
tion supporting the actions of the Presi-
dent in upholding freedom in this hemi-
sphere by force if necessary. As an ex-
pression of the sense of the House the
overwhelming support on this resolution
clearly indicates our feeling that the
wave of communism must be stopped in
order to guarantee the freedom of the
peoples of the Caribbean and of our own
country as well.

Interama is a fitting sequel. By pro-
moting international understanding
through trade and commerce, it will
stand as a monument to the cooperation
of freedom-loving people throughout
North and South America.

At the crossroad of inter-American
travel, Interama will be a center for cul-
tural exchange and cooperation.

Interama will be proof that the peo-
ple of the United States have trust and
faith in the future of good relations be-
tween our own Nation and our sister Re-
publics of this hemisphere. It will be a
cornerstone of a new understanding
through peaceful means to the mutual
benefit of all, so that we can build a
more durable bridge between our people.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. GURNEY].

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. Chairman, it gives
me great pleasure to support this bill,
H.R. 30, and my distinguished colleagues
from Florida [Mr. PEPrER and Mr. Fas-
CELL].

The bill has been fully explained. I
would like to perhaps emphasize this
aspect: While we are here asking for an
authorization for a permanent exhibit in
this trade center on the part of the U.S.
Government, what we have is a joint
venture of the local people, the State peo-
ple, and the Federal Government. As
has been pointed out, the city of Miami
has put up 1,700 acres of extremely valu-
able land for the site this trade center
will be erected on. The State of Florida
has made a substantial contribution as
an additional investment, and has also
pledged the cost of the roads in the cen-
ter. The Authority is borrowing up to
$21 million to develop the center. Actu-
ally, the private public utilities com-
panies in the area expect to invest about
$15 million in furnishing utilities for this
permanent exposition. So it is indeed
a joint venture with financial partici-
pation at all levels of government.

It will serve two purposes: First, an
economic purpose. It will generate a
tremendous amount of activity for this
part of Florida, and for the whole State
of Florida and, for that matter, all of
the United States and, second, of great
importance is the good relations it will
generate with our Latin American neigh-
bors.
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Presidents have supported this as far
back as President Truman and President
Eisenhower, as well as the Congress it-
self. I would like to refer to what a Re-
publican President said in a proclama-
tion concerning this project:

The effective functioning of the center will
encourage the mutually beneficlal exchange
of goods and services between the nations of
the Western Hemisphere, thereby fostering
the solidarity of the American Republics.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a sound
measure and I fully support it. I hope
the Members on our side support it too as
well as those on the Democrat side.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. HaLrl.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman and Mem-
bers of the Committee, I am unalterably
opposed to this grab of the taxpayers’
money for whatever the benefit may be—
cultural or hemispherical solidarity—or
trade fair or exposition—or on any other
basis. We do enough for these things,
and notions through the U.N. and its
offshoots—foreign aid, the OAS and so
forth.

It seems to me it is time the House of
Representatives, the people’s personal
Representatives, elected on a biennial
basis, because they are the keepers of the
taxpayers’ money, of the Treasury, the
exchequer and as I say, I think it is time
the House of Representatives called a
sudden halt and dug their heels into the
ground on & day when we have just au-
thorized a study to the tune of a quarter
of a million dollars for one HemisFair in
Texas in the interest of Latin American
relations and now another $37 million
on a half-billion-dollar project for exact-
ly the same operation in another south-
ern area of the United States.

I object to this, because like Sam
Houston said when he was in the Senate:

I am positive that we should not be chari-
table with the taxpayers' money.

Furthermore, I am not sure we will ac-
complish the purpose intended. When
the International Bureau of Exposi-
tions—IBE—says that they cannot be
interested in this long-range project, 1
think it is a sorry day for our taxpayers
and I doubt if the Latin Americans can
stand much more loving care or stand
much more donations on our part, as far
as their participation is concerned.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly object to this
bill. I resent the manner in which it
has been brought up for this raid on the
Treasury.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur-
ther requests for time, pursuant to the
rule the Clerk will now read the sub-
stitute committee amendment, printed
in the reported bill as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 30
A bill to provide for participation of the

United States in the Inter-American Cul-

tural and Trade Center in Dade County,

Florida, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
President is authorized, through such depart-
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ment or agency in the executive branch of
the Government as he may designate, to pro-
vide for United States participation in the
Inter-American Cultural and Trade Center
(hereafter in this Act referred to as “Inter-
ama’). In providing for United States par-
ticipation, the President shall cooperate with
the Inter-Amerlcan Center Authority (an
agency of the State of Florida). The pur-
poses of Interama are—

(1) to provide a permanent international
center which will serve as a meeting ground
for the governments and industries of the
Western Hemisphere and of other areas of
the world;

(2) to facilitate broad and continuous ex-
changes of Ideas, persons, and products
through cultural, educational, and other ex-
changes; and

(3) by other appropriate means, to pro-
mote mutual understanding between the
peoples of the Western Hemisphere and to
strengthen the ties which unite the United
States with other nations of the free world.

Sec. 2. (a) The President is authorized,
by proclamation or in such other manner as
he may deem proper, to invite the several
States of the United States and forelgn coun-
tries to take part in Interama, except that
no Communist de facto government hold-
ing any people in subjugation shall be in-
vited to participate.

(b) The department or agency in the
executive branch designated by the President
under the first section of this Act shall, not
later than Pebruary 15, 1966, report to the
Committees on Forelgn Relations and Ap-
propriations of the Senate and to the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives with re-
spect to the proposed nature, extent, and
cost of United States participation in Inter-
ama and the nature and extent of the par-
ticipation in Interama to be anticipated on
the part of foreign countries (particularly
Latin American countries) and private in-
dustries.

Sec. 8. (a) There shall be in the designated
department or agency a Commissioner for
Interama who shall be appointed by the
President and who shall receive compensa-
tion at the rate prescribed for level IV of
the Federal Executive Salary Schedule. Sub-
ject to the direction of the head of the desig-
nated department or agency, the Commis-
sloner for Interama shall perform such duties
as the President may prescribe to carry out
this Act.

(b) In order to carry out the provisions
of this Act, the head of the designated de-
partment or agency is authorized—

(1) to appoint and fix the compensation
of such persons as he deems necessary with-
out regard to the civil service laws and the
Classification Act of 1048; except that no
person so appointed shall reecive compensa-
tion at a rate in excess of that received by
persons under the Classification Act of 1949
for the performance of comparable duties;

{2) to procure temporary and intermit-
tent services in accordance with the provi-
slons of section 15 of the Administrative Ex-
penses Act of 1946 (5 U.S.C. 65a);

(3) to enter into contracts;

(4) to select, purchase, rent, construct, or
otherwise acquire exhibits, including mate-
rials and equipment therefor, and to provide
for the transportation, insurance, display,
maintenance, and dismantling thereof;

(6) to incur such other expenses as may
be necessary; and

(8) to accept donations of money, prop-
erty, and services and the loan of property.

Sec. 4. The head of each department,
agency, or instrumentality of the Federal
Government is authorized—

(1) to cooperate with the head of the
designated department or agency with re-
spect to determining the manner in which
and the extent to which the United States
shall be a participant in and an exhibitor
at Interama; and
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(2) to make available to the head of the
designated department or agency, on a re-
imbursable basis, such personnel as may be
necessary to assist him in ecarrying out his
functions under this Act.

Sec. 5. (a) There 1s authorized to be ap-
propriated not to exceed $11,000,000 to pro-
vide for United Btates participation in
Interama under this Act, of which not to
exceed $250,000 shall be available for ex-
penditure in connection with the prepara-
tion of the report required to be submitted
to the Congress under section 2(b) of this
Act. Bums appropriated under this subsec-
tion shall remain available until expended.

(b) In addition to the amount authorizged
in subsection (a), there is authorized to be
appropriated not to exceed $1,000,000 an-
nually for each of the fiscal years 1967, 1968,
1069, and 1870 for the maintenance of
United States installations and activities at
Interama.

Mr. FASCELL (during the reading of
the substitute committee amendment).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the substitute committee amend-
ment be considered as read and printed
in full in the Recorb.

The CHAIRMAN,., Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On
page 9, line 17, strike “$250,000” and insert
“$125,000",

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr,
Gross] in support of his amendment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr: Chairman, I would
not want the Floridians who are support-
ing this proposition to feel slighted for
I offered the same amendment to the
HemisFair bill. Again, I am convinced
that $125,000 is more than ample for
those who will prepare and submit a re-
port to the Congress. I do not see how
they could possibly spend $250,000. I
join with my colleague, the gentleman
from Missouri, in saying to the Mem-
bers of the House that sometime soon
there ought to be some disposition in
favor of a little economy in matters of
this kind where economy can easily be
effected. This is an excellent time and
place to start.

But, Mr. Chairman, I labor under no
illusion as to the probable fate of my
amendment for there is no evidence that
extravagance in the Federal Government
is to end soon.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. HALL. Does the gentleman know
of any fair or exposition that has paid
itself out in his lifetime or mine? Does
he know of any successful so-called in-
ternational fair including the last one
in New York State?

Mr. GROSS. As the gentleman re-
marked, we have the very recent example
of the New York fair which has failed
to come anywhere close to paying its
way.

Mr. HALL. There was the first
World’s Fair or International Exposition
that I can remember—the one in 1933
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in Chicago. That was the first one in
this century and then the two in New
York, in addition to the one that is going
on at this time—plus the one in Fort
Worth, Tex., and Seattle; and these fairs
or expositions so far as I know have all
been failures financially, in spite of the
glowing advance predictions of what was
expected and what was to happen in the
future

I support the gentleman’s amendment
and encourage the committee to support
it.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. While
I can appreciate the feelings of my col-
leagues with respect to the general policy
of U.S. participation in trade fairs and
expositions, the facts of life are that we
have long had such a national policy be-
cause we have deemed it in our national
interest to participate in fairs and ex-
positions both abroad and at home.

I would disagree most vehemently with
the conclusion that those fairs and those
expositions and our participation in them
as a National Government has been a
failure. Quite to the contrary., All the
evidence is that such participation has
been an outstanding success, and that
there is very good reason for us to par-
ticipate either on the basis of business
and economics or on the basis of culture.

I would think that this is a wise policy
that we have followed and that we should
continue to follow it.

With respect to general authorization,
that is another subject. It might very
well be that at sometime in the future,
this body or the other body might wish
to consider general authorization with
respect to U.S. participation in domestic
exhibitions in the same fashion that we
now have general authorization with
respect to participation in international
exhibitions. I think that would be a far
better way to proceed. But until that
decision is made and until the Depart-
ment of Commerce or some other appro-
priate Department is given the general
authority to establish the criteria, to
handle applications, to pass on them,
and the necessary funds to carry out the
job with respect to U.S. participation in
domestic fairs, we must proceed as we
are doing today: on an individual basis.

This is our national practice and policy,
both at the administrative level and at
the congressional level. So far, it has
stood us in good standing. We have
reserved to ourselves, as Members of the
Congress in this body, the right to review,
through the authorization process and
the appropriation process and by open
debate on this floor, the right to review
and to make the determination in each
case. That has been our policy and I
think it is a good policy. That is what
we are doing here.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FASCELL. Iam delighted to yield
to the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. I hope my friend will
speak to the amendment.

Mr. FASCELI. I have been and I
shall continue to do so.

Mr. JONAS. The gentleman has been
talking, I think, about the general propo-
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sition. But I would like some informa-
tion on why it would be expected to cost
$250,000 to make up a report that must
be filed by February 15, 1966. I rather
agree with the gentleman from Iowa.
I am skeptical that that $250,000 can
well be spent in preparing a report.

When the amendment was offered, it
struck me that it was a sensible one. I
should like to have some discussion or
some information indicating why it is
felt that $250,000 could properly be
spent.

Mr. FASCELL. I trust the gentleman
will not think I am facetious in response
to his very genuine inquiry. But if we
are talking in round sums, we might very
well ask the question, What is the basis
for the proposed $125,000, other than
an opinion, with which I do not argue?
I think that the gentleman’s question is
a very sincere inquiry and I should at-
tempt to reply to it.

Mr. JONAS. Did the committee have
any information on which the $250,000
ficure was established? Did the com-
mittee determine how many people
would be employed or engaged and what
would be the extent of the investiga-
tion?

Mr. FASCELL. I am sure the gentle-
man knows that with the limitation we
have in the bill, not to exceed $250,000,
the gentleman’s appropriation commit-
tee will be able to reach its own con-
clusions. We do, however, have an esti~
mate with respeect to the budget break-
down of the $250,000. I shall be glad to
detail it on the record here. It is avail-
able. I shall be glad to read it to the
gentleman in full right now.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further——

Mr. FASCELL. I yield.

Mr. JONAS. I think that would be
helpful to some of us. I should like to
know on what basis the $250,000 estimate
was made.

Mr. FASCELL. First, it is an estimate
and is subject to the appropriations
process. Further, as the gentleman
knows, the study may be undertaken
with the help of the personnel of the
executive departments, if the appropria-
tions committee would let them do so,
and in that event the actual cost may be
smaller. But they cannot undertake
such a study and write a report with-
out specific authorization. That is the
reason we have it in this form. That is
the reuson we have placed a limitation
on the amount that may be spent for this
purpose. As far as we are concerned,
if it can be done for less, we shall be
delighted to have it so done. The esti-
mates which we have are as follows:

Planning funds expenditures

Per year
U.S. Commissioner .. ccam iocoacasn $20, 000
Deputy Commissioner. - ccaoacaooo 17, 500

Administrative asslstant.___ . _____.
Architectural and engineering fees_.. 45, 000
Conceptual exhibit development_.__.. 1
Office and other expenses:

Secretarial____

Conferences and meetings
Contracted services________

Furnishings and equipment______ 10, 000
Supplies__ 3, 000
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Planning funds erpenditures—Continued

Office and other expenses—Con. Per year
Telephone and telegraph_ ... #4, 000
Postage____ 1,200
Travel 30, 000
Professional 30, 000

Total 227, 200

Plus 10 percent contingency.-— ... 22, 720

Total 249, 920

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida has expired.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
favor of the amendment.

I yield to the gentleman from Florida,
so that he may continue.

Mr, FASCELL. I might add that when
one considers in the case of New York it
was approximately $300,000 and in the
case of Seattle $125,000, there can be a
considerable variation in the amount.
Based on the experience we have had in
the past, this limitation has been fixed.

Mr. JONAS. I thought the limitation
was to be made in connection with the
preparation of a study which is to be
filed on February 15, 1966.

Mr. FASCELL. That is correct.

Mr. JONAS. The gentleman related
a number of annual salaries, including
$20,000 to one man. Are these to be on
a full-year basis, or are the salaries for
only 4 or 5 months, until the report is
completed?

Mr. FASCELL. No; they will be con-
tinuing. The gentleman will note the
language that the limitation is within the
total authorization.

Mr. JONAS. But the limitation is on
what can be spent for preparing the
report.

Mr. FASCELL. I understand. That is
a technical breakout for accounting pur-
poses. The limitation is within the total
authorization.

Mr. JONAS. I understand that.

Mr. FASCELL. The fact is there will
be a U.S. Commissioner who will be a
U.S. Commissioner for the entire pur-
pose of the authorization. Techniecally,
the breakout for the study will be for
whatever would be applicable to the
study.

Mr. JONAS. So it will not cost $250,000
to make the report?

Mr. FASCELL. Obviously, it probably
will not. I agree.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Of course there is a sav-
ing clause that “Sums appropriated un-
der this subsection shall remain available
until expended.”

If they did not spend $250,000, the
funds would still be there to be expended.

Mr. JONAS. I am sure the gentleman
from Florida would want me to say, be-
cause he has already said it, that this is
a limitation out of the authorization of
$11 million. The $11 million will be
available until spent. I assume they will
not spend more money for preparing the
E?ggrt, after the report is completed and

Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman is cor-
rect. Of course, this is subject to the ap-
propriations process.
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‘While I respect the gentleman who of-
fered the amendment for his sincerity, I
believe that under the circumstances it
is not necessary, and I ask that it be
voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. Grossl.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr, Chairman, I vig-
orously support this legislation, H.R. 30,
to provide for U.S. participation in the
Inter-American Cultural and Trade Cen-
ter in Dade County, Fla.

Interama was established as a State
of Florida agency in 1951 and the pur-
pose of the agency is to do whatever may
be necessary for the establishment, con-
struction, maintenance, operation and
financing of an Inter-American Cultural
and Trade Center in or near Miami, Fla.,
as a permanent enterprise.

The character and purpose of Interama
were outlined in 1951 by Dr. W. H.
Walker, the first chairman of the orga-
nization, and a distinguished Floridian,
who said:

The worldwide Communist drive must be
met by a stronger one for truth, freedom and
democracy. If communism continues to
spread the next 5 years as it has the past 5,
a majority of the world's population will be
under Eremlin control, greatly enhancing the
possibility of eventual Russian military vic-
tory. The nations of this hemisphere con-
stitute a strong and unconquerable group if
they will stand solidly together and restrain
communism within their own borders. Un-
less the United States can solidly cement its
relations with the Latin American people, it
is in a poor position to do so in other far-
away countries.

Interama is to be a permanent re-
minder of our Nation's interest in our
hemisphere—a living reminder of our
belief in representative government and
freedom for all people. This lasting
memorial to the Americas will stand as a
strong example to other nations in our
desire for a permanent peace and secu-
rity for our area and of the world.

I am hopeful the House will act favor-
ably on this important project, which has
had the backing of the last five Presi-
dents of the United States, the Florida
congressional delegation, the Governor
and cabinet of Florida, the State legisla~
ture, and the citizens of our State.

In these days of continuing ecrisis in
Latin America we need this concrete dis-
play of the cultures of North and South
America to stand not only as an example
of our mutual desire for freedom, but
also as a bulwark in our national defense
effort.

Participation by our Government will
insure the success of Interama and prove
the purpose of the undertaking as out-
lined by Dr. Walker: meeting the Com-
munist threat with truth, freedom and
democracy through this hemispherie il-
lustration of solidarity.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of HR. 30, which requests
Federal participation in Interama.

I would like to point out my belief
that this permanent international ex-
position will reflect favorably, not only
on my State of Florida, but on the entire
country in its relations with the rest of
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the world. For, Interama will be the
world’s first living exposition and, as
such, will be a showcase to which the en-
tire Nation can look with pride.

Out of the estimated $500 million this
project will cost, Mr. Chairman, Inter-
ama seeks no more than $11 million for
the Federal exhibit. It should be em-
phasized that this is an investment by the
Federal Government in an exhibit that
will attract an estimated 75 million visi-
tors in the first 5 years. Thousands will
be visiting Interama from countries
throughout the world and it is here that
the United States, through its exhibit,
can proudly display the American way
of life to the rest of the world.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that
a total of $17 million was authorized for
the New York World's Fair, the $11 mil-
lion asked here today for Interama—
considering its permanency—is not un-
reasonable. Nor is it unreasonable
when one considers the laudable pur-
pose of Interama; namely, the develop-
ment of improved relations and in-
creased trade with the Republics of Latin
America, and indeed the rest of the free
world.

The theme of Interama is, appropri-
ately, “Progress Through Freedom.”
As such, Interama will start as a living
monument to the great American way of
life. The Federal exhibit is an integral
part of this overall imaginative program
and I am hopeful, therefore, that this
bill will be enacted into public law.

Mr. RANDALL, Mr, Chairman, the
proposal for an Inter-American Culfural
and Trade Center as embodied in HR,
30 should receive the support of every
Member of the House.

The gentleman from Florida [Mr. PEp-
PER], is to be congratulated for his efforts
to secure the participation of the United
States in what is otherwise described as
Interama. With special emphasis on
exhibits and a pavilion of Western
Hemisphere nations it will become a per-
manent international exposition to por-
tray the American way of life and will
strengthen our ties with other nations
of this hemisphere.

The proposal is most attractive be-
cause it is not only a permanent year
round, nonprofit and a self-sustaining
enterprise but also because its avowed
and most worthwhile objective is to im-
prove relations through trade with the
republics of Latin America. If we can
encourage exchange of goods and serv-
ices between the nations of the Western
Hemisphere then such an exchange will
undoubtedly foster the solidarity of the
American Republics.

Already an agency known as the In-
ter-American Center Authority has been
created by the Florida Legislature and it
has already obtained approval of a $22
million dollar loan from the community
facilities administration. The State of
Florida, the Dade County Port Authority
and others have made contributions of
more than $800,000 for studies for pre-
liminary design and engineering data, to
determine the scope and cost of the In-
terama program. A $21 million bond is-
sue has already been validated by the
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circuit court of Dade County and also by
the Florida Supreme Court.

Back in 1961 a 1,700 acre tract of land
was acquired in northeast Dade County
with appraised value in excess of $50 mil-
lion. The financial resources and com-
mitments of Interama already ap-
proached $150 million which proves there
is substantial State, and local financial
support for this project. Set off against
such impressive figures there is the pres-
ent request for not more than $11 million
in Federal money for the installation of
exhibits and equipment of the U.S. pavil-
ion at Interama. There is an additional
authorization of an appropriation not to
exceed $1 million annually for the opera-
tion and maintenance of the U.S. exhibit
at the U.S. pavilion.

This is a well-conceived project but
best of all is the potential in terms of the
anticipated effect of our participation
with our neighbors to the south.

Mr. Speaker, I have not always been a
full-time supporter of foreign aid
projects and have not always been in
favor of the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank but I support a project of this
kind because this is the very finest way
to encourage educational, scientific and
other exchanges among the American
Republics consistent with out commit-
ments with the Alliance for Progress.
H.R. 30 is a good bill and deserves the
support of every Member of this House.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.
toThe committee amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. OrsEx of Montana, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 30) to provide for par-
ticipation of the United States in the
Inter-American Cultural and Trade Cen~
ter in Dade County, Fla., and for other
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution
582, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

Under the rule, the previous question
is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes had it.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a gquorum
is not present and make the point of or-
der that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present. The Doorkeeper will
close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will
notify absent Members, and the Clerk
will call the roll.
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The question was taken; and there

were—yeas 255, nays 112,

answered

“present’” 1, not voting 64, as follows:

Culver
Cunningham
Curtin

[Roll No. 316]
Yeas—2556
Green, Pa. Philbin
Greigg Pickle
Grider Plke
Griffiths Poage
Gurnesr‘;i golol
Hagan, Ga. Tice
Hagen, Callf. Pucinski
Haley Purecell
Halpern Quillen
Hamilton Randall
Hanley Redlin
Hannsa Reid, N.Y.
Hangsen, Iowa Reifel
Hathaway Reuss
Hawkins Rhodes, Pa.
Hays Rivers, 8.C.
Hébert Rivers, Alaska
Hechler Roberts
Helstoskl Rodino
Horton Rogers, Colo
Howard Rogers, Fla.
Hull Rogers, Tex
Hungate Ronan
Huot Roncalio
Ichord Rooney, Pa.
Irwin Rosenthal
Jacobs Rostenkowskl
Jarman Roush
Joelson Roybal
Johnson, Calif. Ryan
Johnson, Pa. St Germain
Jonas St. Onge
Karsten BSaylor
Karth Scheuer
EKee Schisler
Eelly Schmidhauser
Keogh Schweiker
KEing, Calif. Secrest
A Selden
Kirwan Shipley
Kornegay Sickles
Krehs Sikes
Latta Bisk
Leggett Smith, Iowa
Long, La Smith, Va.
Long, Md Staggers
Lave teed
MeCarthy Stratton
McDowell Stubbleflield
McFall Sullivan
McGrath Bweeney
McMillan Taylor
McVicker Teague, Calif,
Machen Teague, Tex.
Mackay Tenzer
Madden Thompson, N.J.
Mailliard Thomson, Wis.
Martin, Mass, Todd
Mathias Trimble
Matsunaga Tunney
Matthews Tupper
May Tuten
Udall
Mills Ullman
Minish Van Deerlin
Mink Vanik
Minshall Vivian
Moorhead Waggonner
Morgan Walker, N. Mex
Morris Watkins
Morrison Watson
Morse Watts
Mosher Weltner
Moss Whalley
Multer ‘White, Idaho
Murphy, Il1 White, Tex.
edzi Whitener
O'Hara, Mich., Widnall
Olsen, Mont. Willis
Olson, Minn, Wilson,
O'Neal, Ga. Charles H,
O'Nelll, Mass. Wolff
Ottinger Wright
Patman Yates
Pepper Young
Perkins Zablocki
NAYS—112
Baldwin Broomfield
Bates Broyhill, N.C.
Battin Buchanan
Belcher Byrmes, Wis.
Bell Cahill
Callaway
Betts Carter
Bray Cederberg
Brock Chamberlain

Chelf Henderson Poft
Clancy Hutchinson Quie
Clawson, Del  Jennings Race
Cleveland Jones, Mo. Reid, 111
Conable Kastenmeler Reinecke
Curtis Eelth Rhodes, Arlz
Davis, Wis. King, N.Y. Robison
Devine Kunkel Rooney, N.Y
Dickinson Laird Roudebush
Dole Langen Rumsfeld
Downing Lennon Satterfield
Dunean, Tenn. Lipscomb Schneebell
Edwards, Ala McClory Shriver
Ellsworth MgcCulloch Skubltz
Erlenborn McDade Slack
Findley MacGregor Smith, Calif
Fountain Mackie Stafford
Gathings Mahon Stalbaum
Goodell Marsh Stanton
Green, Oreg.  Martin, Nebr. Talcott
Griffin Michel Tuck
Gross Mize Utt
Grover Moore Vigorito
Gubser Natcher Walker, Miss,
Hall Nelsen Williams
Hardy O'Konski Wilson, Bob
Harsha Patten Wyatt
Harvey, Ind. Pelly Wydler
Harvey, Mich. Pirnie Younger
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Dow
NOT VOTING—64

Anderson, Ill. Fino Miller
Andrews, Fogarty Moeller

George W. Ford, Gerald R. Monagan
Baring Frelinghuysen Morton
Barrett Garmata Murphy, N.Y.
Bolling Halleck
Bolton Hansen, Idaho Nix
Bonner Hansen, Wash. O'Brien
Bow Harris O'Hara, 1.
Burton, Utah Herlong Passman
Byrne, Pa. Hicks Powell
Clausen, Holifleld Resanick

Don H. Holland Roosevelt
Colmer Hosmer Scott
Denton Johnson, Okla; Senner
Diges Jones, Ala. Smith, N.Y.
Dowdy Eluczynskl Springer
Edwards, Calif. Landrum Stephens
Evins, Tenn, Lindsay Thomas
Fallon McEwen Thompson, Tex.
Farnsley Macdonald Toll
Farnum Martin, Ala. Whitten

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Passman with Mr, Halleck,

Mr. Toll with Mr. Fino.

Mr. Fogarty with Mr. Gerald R. Ford.

Mr, Thomas with Mr. Morton.

Mr. Farnsley with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Martin
of Alabama.

Mr, Garmatez with Mr. Lindsay.

Mr. George W. Andrews with Mr. Bow.

Mr, Fallon with Mrs. Bolton.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Burton of
Utah. '

Mr. Colmer with Mr. Smith of New York.

Mr. Whitten with Mr. Springer.

Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Han-
sen of Idaho.

Mr. Barrett with Mr. Frelinghuysen.

Mr. Nix with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Hosmer.

Mr. Hicks with Mr. Don H, Clausen.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr, Murray.

Mr, O'Brien with Mr. Landrum.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Jones of Alabama.

Mr, Powell with Mrs. Hansen of Washing-
ton.

Mr. Macdonald with Mr. Herlong.

Mr. Roosevelt with Mr, Senner,

Mr. Scott with Mr. Denton.

Mr. Edwards of California with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Monagan with Mr, O'Hara of Illinois.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Resnick.

Mr. Farnum with Mr. Harrls.

Mr. Holland with Mr. Baring.

Mr. Miller with Mr. Bonner.

Mr. DOW changed his vote from “nay”
to “present.”
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Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin and Mr.
LANGEN changed their votes from “yea”
to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table. 3

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the bills H.R. 9247 and H.R. 30, both of
which were just passed by the House,
during the general debate on both of
those bills.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection fo
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection,

MONEY SPEAKS LOUDER THAN
WORDS

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, the old
adage that “money speaks louder than
words,” may have been an important
underlying factor in what appears to be
a more reasonable attitude on the part
of Pakistan and India in resolving their
differences over Kashmir. Buried be-
neath this morning’s headlines concern-
ing a possible cease-fire, was an an-
nouncement by the World Bank that it
had postponed indefinitely a meeting
scheduled for tomorrow of nine Western
nations that were supposed to pledge
contributions to finance the first year of
a new Pakistani 5-year plan for economic
development.

The World Bank said the session could
not be held at present because of the
“abnormal conditions in the subcon-
tinent. A meeting will be convened as
soon as circumstances permit,” a spokes-
man said.

Pakistan was seeking the equivalent of
$500 million for the first year of its third
5-year plan. Currently, World Bank
economic assistance to India amounts to
approximately $1 billion per year.

As the ranking Minority Member of
the House Committee on Banking and
Currency, which has under its jurisdic-
tion both the World Bank and the Inter-
national Development Association, I
want to take this opportunity to com-
mend the World Bank for this timely
action.

The threat to postpone massive eco-
nomic assistance to recipient nations in~
volved in costly wars can be a very real
deterrent to those who threaten world
peace. I would personally recommend
that any and all World Bank meetings
leading to new economic commitments
be postponed until the Kashmir question
is settled.

Moreover, under the anti-aggression
amendment to the Foreign Assistance
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Act of 1963, the President has the au-
thority to cut off all unilateral U.S. eco-
nomie aid to India and Pakistan at any
time he deems desirable.

Mr. Speaker, the threat to cut off or
postpone large-scale World Bank eco-
nomic aid to these two countries may
very well turn out to have been the single
most important factor in bringing about
a cease-fire.

AMERICA’S DWINDLING WATER
SUPPLY

Mr. REINECKE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. REINECKE. Mr. Speaker, many
Members have taken notice of America'’s
dwindling water supply. Various legis-
lation has been passed this year, or is
presently under consideration, which
would assist in the alleviation of the
water supply problem—on a long-range
basis

None of these proposals or programs
will solve the problem next week or at
any time in the immediate future.

Something must be done now—+to alert
the American public to the gravity of the
situation and to point out to all of our
citizens various ways through which they,
in their own homes and on their own
jobs, can help their country in what is
rapidly becoming a desperate situation.

For this reason, I am introducing today
a joint resolution authorizing and re-
questing that the President designate
November, as National Water Conserva-
tion Month in recognition of the impor-
tance of water conservation to the main-
tenance of public health and the national
economy.

Mr. Speaker, I have notified the Presi-
dent of my proposal and I hope to have
his support in this worthwhile endeavor.
I hope also to have support of all Mem-
bers of this House.

HUGH LAWSON WHITE

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, the
people of Mississippi today mourn the
loss of one of her most productive and
illustrious sons. Hugh Lawson White,
twice Governor of Mississippi, quietly
passed away September 19, in Jackson,
at the age of 84.

Governor White contributed to his
fellow man at every step in his busy life.
His energetic devotion to economic prog-
ress was the main theme of his being.
Even during the closing chapter of his
life, Governor White firelessly boosted
his State, inspired its people, and ex-
pressed faith in its future. His monu-
ments are of his own erection. The din
surrounding the industrial worker will
echo into history as a tribute to the
balance agriculture with industry pro-
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gram which was conceived, nurtured, and
ripened by the intellect of Hugh White.
Loved and respected by all who knew
him, Governor White’s towering strength
will be irreplaceable in the hearts and
minds of his friends. The world is a
better place because he passed our way.
I ask consent to insert at this point in
the REcorp an article on the death of
Governor White which appeared in the
McComb, Miss., Enterprise Journal on
September 20, 1965. It follows:

Gov. Huce WHITE MOURNED AT B4—STATE,
Ci1Ty LOSE A FAVORITE SON

(By Charles B. Gordon)

McComb's proudest native son who became
Governor of Mississippl on two separate oec-
casions, died at his home in Jackson early
Monday at the age of 84.

Hugh Lawson White, son of the late Cap-
tain and Mrs. John J, White of McComb, suc-
cumbed peacefully to a heart attack brought
on by his advanced age, relatives sald.

Mississippl officials issued formal an-
nouncements of his death early today, then
ordered that flags at the capitol, which he
graced in two notably successful terms as
Governor, be lowered at half mast.

FUNERAL PLANS

Governor White’s body was scheduled to lie
in state at the new capitol from 2 p.m. to
8 p.m. today. Funeral services will be held
at 11 a.m. Tuesday at one of Jackson’s Bap-
tist churches.

The body will be brought to McComb to
J. J. White Memorlal Presbyterian Church for
final services set for 2 p.m. tomorrow.

Burial will take place in the family mauso-
leum in Hollywood Cemetery by the slde of
his illustrious parents and his first wife, who
died 5 years ago last May 13.

Governor White's death came 1 week after
this grateful community tendered him
a “Hugh White Day,” which he attended and
enjoyed to the fullest.

HISTORIC FAMILY

Governor White was born here August 19,
1831, a son of Capt. J. J. and Helen Tyree
‘White who had settled near Summit and
operated a sawmill after Captain White com-~
pleted his long tour of duty as a Confederate
soldier.

Not long after McComb came into official
existence in 1872, Captain White moved his
mill and his family to what Is now the
Whitestown community of McComb.

The venerable rebel and his wife had three
sons—WIill, John J., and Hugh L.—all now
deceased. Will White made his home at Pass
Christian, and J. J. White, Jr., operated a
laundry and other businesses in McComb un-
til his death about 15 years ago.

White attended the University of Missis-
sippl after his graduation from the McComb
schools. He did not graduate but returned to
the city to enter the family lumber business.

ADVANCED SWIFTLY

He swiftly gained a place of stature in the
area's business and banking life that foretold
of the Immensity of his economic future and
his productive work for his State.

When the pine forests of this immediate
community reached a point of decline that
made the move necessary, he moved the lum-
ber business to Columbia, where he attalned
new heights of success over many filne years.

He had married Miss Judith Sugg, who
came from Providence, Ky., to teach plano in
McComb Female College, 1ater a part of Bel-
haven College at Jackson.

The Whites had no children. After her
death he married the former Miss Maxine
Maxwell, who survives as the widow,

FEW RELATIVES

Of the immediate White family, only the
following nieces and nephews survive:

Mrs. Helen White Brumfield, McComb;

Hugh Johnson, Mrs, D. A, Ratliff and Mrs.
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Howard Rankin, Columbia, and Mrs. George
Evans, Jackson.

He served as mayor of Columbia on three
different occasions, then fixed his sights on
State office. He was elected Governor In
1936 and fostered the now famous balance
agriculture with Industry program. The
project sought to egqualize the industrial
work force with the traditional agriculture.

SECOND TERM

He was elected to a second term as Gover=-
nor in 1952-66 and sandwiched a term in the
State legislature during 1944-48.

Among his many philanthrophies is the
church in McComb that is a memorial to his
father and a #$50,000 contribution to Bel-
haven College for a new dormitory as a me-
morial to his mother.

WEDS AGATN

In April 1962, he honeymooned with his
40-year-old bride in New Orleans.

“It's the ccondition, the attitude, and the
health of the man that make the difference,”
he sald in an interview,

“Who knows? She may be too old for me,”
said White with a smile.

‘““He may be right,’” his bride said. "I have
a hard time keeping up with him and the
busy schedule he keeps.”

LOVED PROGRESS

“I'm not as interested in holding a political
job as I am in seeing the State move for-
ward,” he said.

This philosophy pushed the State ahead
at a pace that has been unequaled.

White was a true southern gentleman who
was seldom seen without a coat and a rose
in his label.

“I want to see at least one Industry in
every one of the 82 counties,” White said, “I'll
work for Mississippl just as long as I have
breath to travel.”

SHARING OF FEDERAL REVENUES

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the REcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
my distinguished colleague, the senior
Senator from New York, Jacos K. JAVITS,
speaking before the New York State
County Officers Association in New York
City, proposed a thoughtful and work-
able plan for the sharing of Federal tax
revenues with the States. Our States
need additional funds if they are to in-
stitute and maintain vital programs—
particularly in education and health. I
intend to cosponsor the Javits bill in the
House of Representatives so that serious
discussion and debate on this proposal
can begin now.

A Federal-State tax revenue sharing
plan was first suggested several years
ago, yet there has been little serious dis-
cussion of the merits and certainly no
concrete action on the proposal since
that time.

The need for remission of certain Fed-
eral tax moneys to the States and locali-
ties is increasingly clear. Property taxes
on which much of education depends
have risen about as high as they can go,
yet the cost of education and other
needed services and facilities continues
to rise at a rapid rate.

Senator Javits has proposed a neces-
sary and feasible piece of legislation.
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Under his proposal, 1 percent of the cur-
rent income tax base would be deposited
in a trust fund. Eighty percent of this
fund would then be allocated to the
States, on the basis of population. State
efforts to raise their own revenue would
not be discouraged, however, because
State shares would be increased or de-
creased depending on the ratio of State-
local general revenues to personal in-
come in the State compared to the na-
tional average ratio. The remaining 20
percent would be distributed to the 12 or
15 States with the lowest per capita in-
comes.

States could use these moneys only for
programs that would benefit directly the
greatest number of people in the State—
such as in the fields of health and edu-
cation. Equitable sharing by States with
local governments would also be insured.

I am pleased to join with the distin-
guished senior Senator from New York
in sponsoring legislation along these
liges and I compliment him on his initi-
ative.

Mr. Speaker, the Washington Post this
morning carried a deseriptive article on
Senator Javirs’ bill as well as an excel-
lent editorial commending his sugges-
tion. I ask unanimous consent to insert
these two articles at this point in the
RECORD.

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 22, 1965]
JAVITS BREAKS THROUGH

Senator Jacos K. Javirs deserves a burst of
applause for introducing a bill that would
provide for the sharing of surplus Federal
revenues with the States. The prospect for
tax legislation sponsored by a member of the
minority party cannot be regarded as
auspicious. But Mr. Javrrs is performing the
necessary task of bringing a controversial
proposal to the attention of Congress for the
first time.

Mr. Javrrs' point of departure has already
been amply discussed by proponents of rev-
enue sharing. The Federal Government,
under conditions of high employment, will
collect more tax moneys than it can wisely
spend. The State and local governments will
be spending more money than they can ralse
through efficient measures of taxation. Both
problems—the embarrassing affluence of the
Federal Government and the pressing needs
of State and local governments—can be
neatly solved through a program of Federal
revenue sharing.

In the Senator’'s thoughtful proposal, 1
percent of the current income tax base—
about $2.5 billion—would be deposited in a
trust fund. The proceeds of the fund would
then be allocated to the States. Each year
80 percent would be distributed on the basis
of population and 20 percent would be di-
vided among the 12 or 15 States with lowest
per capita incomes.

The Federal grants would be used only to
support programs in the flelds of health,
education, and welfare. This constraint
would leave the States and localities ample
freedom of action, while precluding the
support of programs such as highway con-
struction that are already heavily funded
by the Congress.

The revenue sharing plan was first pro-
posed by Walter W. Heller, former Chalrman
of the Council of Economic Advisers. But
the President, seemingly piqued by a pre-
mature leak, has maintained an air of chilly
disdain. It would be ironic indeed if this
important proposal, the brainchild of a Dem-
ocrat, should become the property of the
opposition.
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[From the Washington Post, Sept. 22, 1965]
UNITED STATES-STATE TAX-SHARING PrLaN
REVIVED BY JAVITS
(By Frank Porter)

A leading Republican Senator plucked a
controversial Federal-State revenue-sharing
plan off the administration’s back burner
yesterday and said he will offer it as legisla=~
tion before the end of the current session.

“I think it is now generally agreed that
some form of Federal assistance to State and
local government is necessary but there has
been a lack of serious discussion,” sald Sen-
ator Jacos K. Javirs, Republican, of New
York.

“Debate should begin, and decisions
should be made on a tax-sharing plan before
State and local governments become com=-
pletely inundated in the flood of demands
for new services and facllities, particularly
in the fields of health, education, and wel-
fare,” Javirs told the New York State County
Officers Association in New York City.

Javirs thereby stole a march on the White
House itself, which put the plan under wraps
last fall after its leaked detalls aroused in-
tense opposition, particularly in labor and
liberal circles.

Since then, however, it has attracted wide-
spread grassroots Interest, particularly
among State and local officials feeling a
finanecial pinch.

Republicans have made political capital of
it. During last fall's presidential campaign,
even Barry Goldwater embraced the concept,
fathered 5 years ago by Walter W. Heller
shortly before he became President Ken-
nedy’s chlef economic adviser. It was a
prime topic of discussion at the Republican
Governors conference earller this year.

But the administration is apparently un-
moved by the Javits initlative. A White
House source sald last night that the reve-
nue-sharing plan is a “dead duck” and that
there is no present intention of reviving it.

The Javits bill would follow closely the
Heller concept as developed last year by a
Presidential task force headed by Joseph A.
Pechman, of the Brookings Institution. The
White House has never released the Pech-
man report.

The carefully drawn measure also contains
a number of safeguards and limitations
which should go far to conciliate both con-
servative and liberal critics.

It would create a special trust fund of 1
percent of the individual income tax base—
or about $2.5 billlon annually under present
conditions.

Eighty percent of these funds would be
allocated the States in proportion to their
population. To maintain State efforts to
raise theilr own revenue, however, these
amounts would be increased or diminished
by the amount the ratio of State-local gen-
eral revenues to personal income in the
State exceeded or lagged the national ratio.

The other 20 percent would be distributed
to the 12 or 156 States with the lowest per
capita incomes.

The funds could be used only for health,
education, and welfare to benefit directly
the greatest number of people in a State.
Earlier critics had opposed & no-strings-type
distribution on grounds the funds might be
misused—say for an ornate Governor's man-
slon, or for highways at the expense of
education.

The bill also would require an audit of
how the funds are used, the equitable shar-
ing of funds by the States with local govern~
ments, and certification that projects fi-
nanced by these revenues comply with all
Federal laws, such as the Civil Rights Act.

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House

adjourns today it adjourns to meet at 11
o’clock tomorrow.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

Mr. HALL., Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, may I ask whether
the majority leader has cleared this with
the minority leader?

Mr. ALBERT. I have cleared this
with the Republican whip, the acting
minority leader, the gentleman from
Ilinois [Mr. ARENDS].

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
it is my understanding that this matter
has been cleared with the minority whip.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

SUGAR ACT A HEAVY BURDEN ON
CONSUMERS

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr., FINDLEY] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REcorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. Speaker, the bill
(H.R. 11135) proposing a 5-year exten-
sion of the Sugar Act, reported by the
Committee on Agriculture, is in direct
conflict with avowed U.S. objectives in
foreign trade.

Acting under authority of the Trade
Expansion Act of 1962, U.S. negotiators
at Geneva are striving for lower trade
barriers so as to promote a freer move-
ment of commerce among nations. The
objective of the Trade Expansion Act
was to eliminate or reduce quotas and
other restrictive devices imposed by other
nations which have the effect of dis-
criminating against American products.

We could examine more easily and ac-
curately the mote in the eye of others
if we would first remove the beam from
our own.

The Sugar Act is a good place to start.

Of all American schemes to rig mar-
kets and control production—and we
have them in embarrassing abundance—
this one should qualify as the prototype
for complexity, extent of Government
power and absence of competitive con=
ditions. It makes the Secretary of
Agriculture the absolute czar of sugar.
Not one pound can move legally without
his authority.

The act has several purposes:

First. To protect domestic producers.
The tropics are best suited to sugar pro-
duction, and because of this, little or no
sugar would be produced in the United
States were it not for protection. Un-
der the Sugar Act, approximately 60
percent of the sugar we use is produced
domestically.

Second. To assure dependable sup-
plies. Foreign countries providing us
with the other 40 percent of our require-
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ments are guaranteed premium prices.
Because U.S. prices are higher, depend-~
able supplies are assured.

Third. To stabilize prices at reasonable
levels. Under successive Sugar Acts,
prices have relatively remained stable.

This should not be surprising. If Gov-
ernment controlled the supply of shoes
the same as sugar, the American con-
sumer could be assured stable shoe prices.
But $15 shoes would probably be selling
for $25. Prices which are pegged high
and kept there by tight Government
controls are naturally very stable.

Whether these stable prices are rea-
sonable is open to question. If the
American homemaker were confronted
with the choice between Canada-priced
sugar—ocurrently about 8 cents a pound
on the grocery shelf—and U.S.-priced
sugar—about 11 cents—she would
quickly identify the Canadian item as
reasonable and the U.S, item as not. As
a practical matter she has no such
choice.

HOW THE PROGRAM OPERATES

Currently, the world price of raw sugar
is about $2 a hundredweight. The com-
parable U.S. price is about $5.50. These
figures are adjusted for transportation
and the tariff fee of 62 cents per hundred-
weight, which applies to all imports ex-
cept those from the Philippines. Under
a treaty agreement, the Philippine sugar
tariff is on a graduated scale which will
not reach the full amount imposed on
other countries until 1975.

The inflated U.S. price is achieved and
maintained through supply control which
is completely in charge of the Secretary
of Agriculture. By conirolling all mar-
ketings and imports, he forces prices to
the desired artificial level and keeps them
there.

Congress specifies what countries will
share in the foreign quotas, how big a
piece each will get and who will share in
the fill-in business when—due to the
weather or other factors—countries do
not meet their quotas.

The U.S. part of the pie is also con~
trolled by the Secretary of Agriculture.
Production is controlled through Federal
licensing of mills. Each mill contracts
for supplies from individual farmers.
Authority for acreage allotments is also
in the act, as a secondary means of pro-
duction control. .

U.S. farmers benefit from two forms of
Government action. They produce for
the artificially high market price. They
also get the advantage of direct
payments.

These payments are graduated, de-
pending on the size of the farm. They
range from 30 cents per hundredweight
for the big farms to 80 cents for the
smallest. _

To illustrate the magnitude of these
payments to some individual company-
farmers, here are the 25 highest pay-
ments for the 1963 crop:

U.S. Sugar Corp., Florida: $1,104,-
613.05.

Hawaiian Commercial & Sugar Co.,
Ltd., Hawaii: $1,074,520.77.

Oahu Sugar Co., Ltd.,
$574,652.89.

C. Brewer Puerto Rico, Inc., Puerto
Rico: $569,233.42.

Hawali:
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Lihue Plantation Co., Ltd., Hawaii:

$559,892.84.
Waialua Ag. Co., Ltd., Hawaii:
$549,392.78.
Okeelanta Sugar Refinery, Florida:
$548,282.33.

Luce & Co., Puerto Rico: $539,645.20.

Ewa Plantation Co., Hawaii: $460,-
721.35.

Pioneer Mill Co., Ltd., Hawaii: $444,-
611.23.

Kekaha Sugar Co., Ltd., Hawaii; $399,-
285.52.

Grove Farm Co., Ltd., Hawaii: $368,-
795.14,

Pepeekeo Sugar Co., Hawail: $362,-
866.55.

Hawaiian Ag. Co., Hawaii: $359,090.02.

South Coast Corp., Louisiana: $356,-
593.10.

Antonio Roig Sucrs. S. en C., Puerto
Rico: $346,517.03.

Laupahoehoe Sugar Co., Hawalii:
$344,705.63.

Kohala Sugar Co., Hawaii: $322,-
175.94,

Olokele Sugar Co., Ltd., Hawaii: $312,-
628.01.

Puna Sugar Co., Ltd.,, Hawaii: $298,-
803.48.

Wailuku Sugar Co., Hawaii: $296,
631.39.

McBryde Sugar Co., Ltd, Hawaii:
$294,161.87.

Hutchinson Sugar Co., Ltd., Hawaii:
$287,647.39.

Suc J. Serralles, Puerto Rico: $273,-
404.51.

Onomea Sugar Co., Hawali: $268,-
893.31.

Because of these direct payments—
and the 62 cent tariff—raw sugar pro-
duced locally is about $1.20 per hundred-
weight more costly than sugar imported
under quotas from foreign producers. It
is about $4.70 higher than the price at
which sugar presently moves in world

markets.
COST OF PROGRAM

It is apparent from this that the Sugar
Aet is very costly for U.S. consumers.
For example, the shelf price of sugar in
Canada recently was 8 cents a pound
compared with 11 cents in the United
States. Canada is within a British-pro-
tected market and prices below 8 cents
can be found elsewhere in the world.

At present prices, the value of the
“quota premium”—approximately the
difference between the world price and
the U.S. price of raw sugar—is about
$3.50, or $70 a ton. If the United States
consumes 10 million tons as expected
during the next year, this means the
Sugar Act will impose a burden of at least
$700 million on U.S. consumers.

Of the 10 million tons, about 4 million
will be purchased under foreign guotas.
Thus, the “quota premium?” for the for-
eign part alone is about $280 million.

This bill will authorize the program for
b years. If prices average out at present
levels for the 5 years, this legislation will
put a burden of about $3.5 billion on con-
sumers for the whole package, or $1.4 bil-
lion for the foreign aid part alone.

A proper evaluation of the program’s
cost must of course give consideration to
the importance to the U.S. economy of
domestic sugar production. The domes-
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tic part gives livelihood to many tax-
paying U.S. citizens. Some argue that
domestic sugar production is important
from the standpoint of national security.

The question is where and how the line
is drawn. In my view, this legislation
puts the line far beyond the limits of
reason.

A substantial amount of domestic pro-
duction can be protected at far less cost
through a simple tariff pegged at $2 per
hundredweight.

Dependable additional supplies could
be assured through private contractual
arrangements—as they are in the case of
many raw materials—without the tight
Government controls embodied in this
program.

Even if the Government-control ap-
proach is retained, dependable supplies
could be assured at a premium price far
below the present one.

The price paid to foreign suppliers is
presently nearly three times the world
price.

This is profiteering on a grand scale,
and the consumers are forced to pick up
the tab. The Federal Trade Commission
and other agencies which are intended to
protect the public interest are powerless
to act in this case, because the profiteer-
ing is not only sanctioned, but promoted
and carried out by the Government itself.

INFLUENCE OF LOBBYISTS

Because this legislation is such a
sugary plum for foreigners lucky enough
to get a piece, lobbying has developed to
an extraordinary level.

I was unable to question lobbyists who
appeared before the committee concern~
ing their fees and services performed—
see page 203 of the hearings on H.R.
10496—but I was able to secure the de-
sired information from the Foreign
Agents Registrations Section of the Jus-
tice Department, where filing by these
lobbyists is required every 6 months.

The fees range from relatively modest
retainers of $3,000 a year—two lobbyists
fall in that range—to $50,000 a year—two
at this level—several in tne $20,000 to
$25,000 a year rung, and others in be-
tween—see  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD,
August 24, 1965, page 21611, for details.

Most of the lobbyists either represent
foreign governments directly or Govern-
ment-controlled sugar enterprises.

Public money—and only public
money— is involved. The lobbyists have
one clear objective: to get as much of the
sugar pie as possible. In effect, their
fees are covered by the American tax-
payers and consumers, because the sugar
program—which is completely under the
control of the Secretary of Agriculture—
makes possible the sugary premium
prices for foreign countries lucky enough
to get quotas.

Lobbying in behalf of sugar legislation
appears to me to be more costly and more
extensive than that in behalf of any
other legislation on Capitol Hill. I have
made several inquiries and have learned
of no other legislation which has called
forth as witnesses such an impressive
string of well-paid private attorneys rep-
resenting foreign governments. For that
matter, private attorneys representing
foreign government are unknown as
witnesses before the Foreign Affairs
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Committee, which sets the guidelines for
foreign-aid programs even more exten-
sive than the Sugar Act.

The Sugar Act touches intimately on
foreign policy. Undoubtedly it has in-
fluenced tremendously the economic de-
velopment of many small countries.
Cuba, for example, once had a diversified
agriculture. Preferentizl treatment
which Cuba for many years received
from the United States on sugar quotas
eventually shifted Cuba to a one-crop
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have figured in the rise and fall of several
Latin American governments. Like it or
not, the Sugar Act has built into it the
seeds of war and peace.

Sugar quotas caused ricting in Argen-
tina in 1962. Whether the committee
action this year reducing to one-third
the quota sought by the administration
for Argentina will cause trouble again
remains to be seen. Certainly the Peron-
istas are strong in sugar areas of Argen-
tina. Our Sugar Act clearly has great
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Some of the fees of sugar lobbyists
are shockingly high. They are so high
they raise questions. For example, what
do the clients get for the money? How
does an attorney justify a fee of $50,000
a year? Maybe he does things and per-
forms services that do not readily come
to mind, but it appears that most of them
are overpaid. But wouid foreign coun-
tries continue year after year to overpay
them? The lobbyists should have the
opportunity to explain why they get so

economy. Sugar quotas undoubtedly impact on foreign affairs. much.
TasLe I.—Information on sugar lobbyists
Compensation
Name of attorney and firm Client’s name for most recent
12-month
od
Attorney Charles Patrick Clark, 500 World Center Bldg., Washington, D.C__.._._._| Venezuelan Sugar Distributing Association £50, 000,00
Ml.turnay DOMC L. Chapman of Chapman & Friedman, Pennsylvania Bldg,, Wash- | National Union of Sugar Producers of Mexico 50, 000. 00
ngton, D.C.
Mr. Albert 8, Nemir, A. 8. Nemir Associates, 1016-1022 Warner Bldg., Washington, | Brazilian Bugar & Aleohol Institute 31,511, 08
Aftorney Arthur L. Quinn of Quinn & Quinn, 1625 K 8t. NW., Washivgton, D.C__.| Privately owned s mmganjas in British West Indies, Ecudaor 25, 000, 00
% Q s 2 ’ Panama, and Britg:h Honduras, 1 3 .
Attorney Sheldon Z, Kaplan of Wilkinson, Cragun & Barker, 1616 H B8t. NW., Reﬁmaenting Latin American Sugar Couneil, Honduras, El Salvador, 24, 800. 00
Was . D.C. icaragua, Guatemala, and Costa Rica,
Attorney Charles H, Brown, 1705 DeSales 8t. NW., Wash e s b e e R R R S i el TR B R e L 24, 000, 00
Dawson, Griffin, Pickens & ’Riddell, 731 Washington Bldg,, Washington, D.C__.____ Indian Bugar Mills Association.._. 20, 000. 00
AW’ John K. Mahoney of Casey, Lane & Mittendorf, 26 Broadway, New York, | South African Bugar Assoclation. _.__________ 19, 320,08
Alg;:;m;a Robert C. Barnard of Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, 52 Wall 8t., | Colonial Sugar Refinery, Sydney, A 19,175.12
aw X OrK, s
Attorney John A, O'Donnell, 10256 Connecticut Ave. NW., Washington, D.C________ Philippine Sugar Association and the National Federation of Sugar- 18, 000. 00
cane Planters of the Philippines.
Attorney Arnold F. Shaw, 503 D 8t. NW., Washington, D.C. . ___.___._.____ Sugar Producers Committee of Peru s 15, 000, 00
Attorney Ernest Schein and John G. Laylin, 815 15th 8t. NW.; Washingto .| Associated Sugar Prodncers of Colombia_._________________ oi=1, 15, 000. 00
Attorney James M. Earnest, 1000 Woodward Bldg., Washington, D.C________________ Mauritinus Chamber of Agriculture and the Mauritius Sugar Syndicate. 13, 952. 00
Att{]);ney"{!,?aﬂfr Bter!j]p)g guney of Surrey, Karasik, Gould & Greene, 1116 Woodward | Sugar Producers of Guadaloupe and Martinique. . ___________________. 12, 500. 00
Bldg., Washington, D.C.
Attorney Seymour 8. Guthman, Woodward Bldg., saite 200, Washington, D.C__._._.| Sugar Producers of the Madagasear Republie. ... _______________ 7, 500, 00
Attorney GansﬁncPurcell, partner in firm of Purcell & Nelson, 888 17th 8t. NW., | Southern Rhodesia S8ugar Sales, Ltd ________________________________.__ 5, 000. D0
Washington, D.C.
Attorney George M. Grant, 1619 Massachusetts Ave. NW., Washington, D.C._______ Rl A e Rl e LI WBwoy | el ey i 3, 500, 00
Attorney Robert L. Farrington, 1155 15th §t. NW., Washington, D.C_______.________ Republicol OmIne - s L e 3, 000. 00
Mtom]e)yckobert D. Larsen of Royall, Koegel & Rogers, 1730 K 8t. NW., Washing- | Swaziland Sugar Assoclation . - oo oo oo m e mmmee 1)
ton, D.C.

1 Filed Aug. 2, 1965 (nothing received up to time of filing).

TaeLe II—Comparison of foreign sugar
quotas for nations other than the Philip-
pine Islands under H.R. 11135 and admin-
istration proposal at 9,700,000 tons annual
U.S. consumption

[Short tons, raw value]

How effective are the lobbyists in
getting what they want? The resultsare
mixed.

One of them was given credit by the
chairman of this committee for rally-
ing a foreign-producer protest of suf-

| ficient magnitude that the Johnson ad-
gr%p;::&; E;‘i;éo“;‘f.“ ministration dropped plans to recom-
Country hxgggalﬁe i’,‘,‘;“.ﬂf&i‘;’.’ mend a “recapture” arrangement which,
ture Com- | istration 8t present prices, would have enriched
mittee the U.S. Treasury by $80 million a year.
See page 182 of the hearings on H.R.
(A) Countries in the Western 10496.

e s10,005| se0,135  The “recapture” proposal had been
Dominican Republic. 340, 925 285,84 recommended earlier this year by the
i U0 |  3hen “Sugar Industry,” a group of U.S. firms
150, 397 122,017 interested in sugar production and proc-
gg:ggg 470 essing. Included were the Domestic
42, 970 27,820 Beet Sugar Industry, Mainland Cane
42-15? 2}3. ggg Sugar Industry, Hawaiian Sugar Indus-
s s5% try, Puerto Rican Sugar Industry, and
30,809 2,676 the U.S. Cane Sugar Refiners Association.
g 135 At the request of the administration, this
Argentisg it | 8 vion  The erecapture” proposal was
B L L . a %

o e %4 |  Now includedin them.
Honduras 4,054 None It would have established next year
an import fee on foreign sugar which
1%5;1";3 would be 1 cent per pound or one-half the
96805 difference between the U.S. price objec-
u'ﬁ tive and the world raw sugar price—

None Whichever is less.
14,985 Under present prices, the 1-cent pro-
o0 Vvision would operate, and it would yield

7,492 about $80 million a year.

2, 260, 000 In a statement March 29, the “Sugar
Industry” said the import fee would “tend

to discourage overexpansion of world
sugar production and tend to facilitate
a.c?ievement of price objectives of the
act.”

This provision—worth $80 million a
year to U.S. taxpayers—was dropped.
In committee I offered an amendment to
restore the import fee. My amendment
was defeated.

Philippine sugar interests seem to be
well represented.

Under a longstanding treaty, the
Philippines get a basic quota of 980,000
tons and, as mentioned before, a sliding
scale on the tariff. In the present legis-
lation, the Philippines get an extra quota
of 70,000 tons annually. In addition,
they get 10.86 percent of all increase in
sugar consumption starting at the level
of 9.7 million tons. This will yield an ad-
ditional quota of about 30,000 tons the
first year of this legislation.

A tidbit in HR. 10496 gave the
Philippines 47.22 percent of any deficit
which occurs in domestic quota produc-
tion. Based on past performance, this
will yield the Philippines an additional
150,000 tons a year.

But this was not enough.

After the Philippines examined the
language of the bill, they complained
that the Philippines were not given 47.22
percent of deficits which might occur in
all foreign quotas too.

The result was a new sugar bill, H.R.
11135, introduced the day after the com-
mittee had thought it had taken final
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action reporting the bill. It gives the
Philippines 47.22 percent of all quota
deficits, foreign and domestic except for
the 6 Central American common market
countries.

In both versions, the Philippines get
an increase of more than 3,000 tons in a
special category called direct-consump-
tion. This sugar is refined, not raw.
The Philippines is one of two countries
enjoying this special privilege and the
only one getting an increase,

Not all countries which had lobbyists
got increased quotas, but each of the
nine countries which got quotas for the
first time this year had lobbyists. Ar-
gentina did not hire a lobbyist, report-
edly because it thought it was not the
thing to do. The Argentina quota is cut
to about one-third the level recom-
mended by the administration.

STUDY IS NEEDED

A thorough study of sugar is needed.
Many questions need answers. Among
them are these:

What price advantage is needed to as-
sure dependable supplies from foreign
producers?

To what extent, if at all, were the
sugar price increases in 1963-64 caused
by the global quotas imposed by the 1962
act?

Does the domestic program keep ineffi-
cient producers in business and thus
bring excessive profits to the efficient
producers, and if so to what extent?

What effect does the program have on
economic and political developments in
quota countries?

Do foreign governments actually get
the foreign-aid component of U.S. sugar
prices, or does it simply enrich private
firms?

What level of domestic sugar produc-
tion is required by national security con-
siderations?

A proposal was recently made for the
study of sugar legislation by the Joint
Economic Committee to determine its
economic impact. The Congress might
profit from a study of this program by
the Tariff Commission, or by the staff of
Ways and Means Commitiee which has
an extensive background in tariff and
quota matters. Curiously, the Ways and
Means Committee is completely by-
passed, although the legislation inti-
mately involves tariff and other revenue.

WAYS BILL COULD BE IMPROVED

The most-needed improvement is re-
duction of the bill’s foreign-aid compo-
nent. A quota premium worth more
than the world market price of raw sugar
is nonsense. It is not needed to assure
dependable supplies.

One way to cut is to restore the import
fee which the Kennedy administration
proposed but the Johnson administration
later dropped. This would cut the for-
eign-ald component from about $280
million a year, to about $200 million.

Another approach would be to increase
the sugar tariff from its present level of
62 cents per hundredweight to $2. This
would transfer over $100 million of the
foreign-aid gravy to the U.S. Treasury.

Still another possibility would be to
reduce U.S. sugar prices. This probably
would force out some of the less efficient
domestic producers.
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The best improvement would be to
drop the act entirely, and rely on a sim-
ple tariff to give desired domestic protec-
tion. The tariff approach would end
Government rule of sugar. All foreign
producers would have fair and equal ac-
cess to the U.S. market. All domestic
farmers would have fair and equal oppor-
tunity to compete for tariff-protected
business.

To provide time for an objective study
of the Sugar Act, the Congress would be
wise to deal at this time only with stop-
gap legislation needed to meet marketing
problems of domestic producers, and
leave the foreign-quota problem to next
yvear,

COMMERCIAL JETS NEEDED IN
WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. DEVINE] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection,

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, nearly
every Member of Congress is vitally con-
cerned with air transportation, and par-
ticularly air safety as well as public con-
venience and necessity. My remarks to-
day have to do with an apparent policy
by the Federal Aviation Agency denying
commercial airlines the permission to
fly jet equipment in or out of Washington
National Airport.

The Washington Post treated this sub-
ject in some detail in the Sunday, Sep-
tember 19 paper:

JETS ARE Bounp To Swisa Iy NaTioNaL Is To
SURVIVE
(By Leonard Downle, Jr.)

The pace of technology and the demands of
competition have taken the “whether” out of
the dispute over jet airplanes at National
Alrport and replaced it with a “when.”

Either jets will be flying regularly in and
out of National in a few years or the airport
will have begun to shrink toward nonexist-
ence.

Small, short-haul jets are arriving faster
than anyone expected a few years ago and
their planned use on short flights by one
line has forced all other major carriers to
prepare for the day when they will fiy only
Jets and turboprop planes,

Some airline officials expect that day to
come by the end of 1967, The Federal Avia-
tlon Agency, of course, is conducting another
in a long serles of studies and will not
change its present opposition to jets at Na-
tional at least until it is completed. But
G. Ward Hobbs, director of the FAA's Bureau
of National Alrports, says “jets can’t help
but be an eventuality” at National,

The reason there were no jets allowed at
National when they first went into general
service in the mid-1950's was, of course, that
they were too big, too fast, too heavy and
made too much noise.

But jets are changing with the times, and
the original arguments against their use at
National no longer seem as pertinent.

NATIONAL’S PROBLEM

Hobbs explained that the study will try to
predict what jet use of National would do
to trafic volume and economics there, at
Dulles International Airport at Chantllly,
Va., and at Baltimore's Friendship Interna-
tional Airport. The FAA also is checking
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National's physical capacity for jets and the
effects of jet engine noise on the inner-city
area,

From the beginning, Natlonal’s runways
were too short and not nearly strong enough
for the big jetliners. All suggestions for
adapting National to accommodate them
were rejected for “lack of feasibility” and the
fear of excessive nolse and alr traffic con-
gestion.

Instan.d. Dulles was planned as W
ton’s “jet port,” to be tailor made for jet—
liners and located too far from the city to
worry about noise or other interference,

UPSET LOGIC

But since the opening of Dulles, several
unexpected trends in air travel have, in the
opinion of most of the air carrier industry,
upset the original logic for restricting Na-
tional to piston-driven aircraft.

Passenger jets are no longer all big four-
engine craft that eat up a mile or more of
runway on takeoff and landing and suitable
only for long-distance hauls. Already intro-
duced into regular service are the three-
engined Boeing 727 and the twin-jet French
Caravelle, suited for 1,000-mile flights and
adaptable to shorter landing strips.

But the planes expected to make piston-
driven craft obsolete for scheduled passen-
ger flight are the three newest small jets,
the Douglas DC-9, the Boeing 737 and the
English BAC-111.

Airline officials say these planes vastly out-
perform piston-driven airliners on even the
shortest runs. They fly faster, carry more
passengers, requlre less maintenance, need
only about the same amount of runway and,
the airlines claim, are much more quiet than
bigger jets. According to the Air Transport
Association, to which all the airlines belong,
the new small jets will be twice as efficient
as propeller planes for both the airlines and
the passenger.

More than 240 of the small jets are now
on order. The first will be put into service
next month and the last ones now on order
will be flying by the end of 1966. Already,
500 piston-driven airliners have been re-
placed by larger jets and turboprops, propel-
lers run by a jet engine (jets flew 73 percent
of the passenger miles last year), and the
rest, still used for short flights and the
east coast shuttle, are expected to be shoved
aside by the small jets within 18 months.

The carriers already have slowed piston-
plane phaseout on medium-range routes to
the Midwest because of National's jet ban
and what they feel is still too great a distance
from downtown Washington to Dulles for
any but long-distance flight passengers.

FRESH LOOK

But the airlines believe that the develop-
ment of the small jets, and possibly the re-
cent change in FAA administrators, has
spurred the agency into taking a fresh look
at admitting jets to National.

FAA spokesmen agreed that the study was
designed as a “fresh look,” but pointed out
that the study was begun before the previ-
ous administrator, Najeeb E, Halaby, retired
in July and was replaced by Gen. Willlam
McKee.

The major roadblocks to a change of FAA
policy—uncertainty about National’s capac-
ity for jets, the effects on Dulles and Friend-
ship and the persistent noise fear—still exist.

Hobbs has sald that the parking and taxi
airstrips at National, where the runways were
overhauled and relighted just a year ago,
would have to be strengthened to support
even the smaller jet safely. He added that
traffic programs would have to be solved and
that longer runways may be necessary.

Congress has been the source of concern
about Dulles and Friendship. The Maryland
delegation, led by Representative CLARENCE
D. Lowng, Democrat, of Ruxton, near Balti-
more, has argued that opening National to jet
traffic would severely cut into Friendship’s
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current short- and medium-range jetliner
business, and limit its future expansion. In
1964, 6 million passengers used National, 1.4
million used Friendship and 800,000 used
Dulles.

Other Congressmen who bitterly opposed
Dulles, and its $110 million price tag, from
its inception, now are fighting to keep jets
out of National on the grounds that if Dulles
was built for jets, that is where they all
should go. Besldes, they add, Dulles, 27
miles from downtown, already is badly lack-
ing business and losing money, without hav-
ing some of its current jet trade diverted to
convenient National.

The noise issue has been raised mostly by
residents of the Virginia suburbs near Na-
tional. Some Congressmen also have voiced
concern about jet noise in the Federal City
area.

LAGUARDIA DID IT

On the other side, Stuart G. Tipton, presi-
dent of the Alr Transport Association, told
the Senate Aviation Subcommittee recently.
“There are no technical or operational ob-
stacles standing in the way of opening the
airport to small airline jets tomo: 3

Other airport spokesmen point to tests of
the Boeing 727 at LaGuardia Alrport, located
in the heart of New York Clty, where the
medium-sized jet needed less than half the
length of National’s longest runway to take
off and land. LaGuardia, which also had
banned jets for many years, now is used by
the 727 and similar jets.

They say only small and medium-sized jets
are needed for National’s type of business—
primarily short-to-medium-length flights up
and down the east coast and to the Midwest.

They do not think jet traffic at National
would pose any threat to the interconti-
nental and cross-country business that
Dulles handles, although Friendship might
be expected to lose some traffic. “But the
way things are going,” one airline official
said, “no alrport anywhere will soon suffer
for lack of business, anyway."”

He added that the nolse caused by small
jets 1s no louder than that of piston-engine
planes, and that it actually should cause
less concern because, on take off, jet craft
can climb more quickly to higher altitudes.

The airlines also will need fewer small jets
to carry the same number of passengers now
using National, their officlals argue, so that
even with increased business there, trafiic
congestion should not grow alarmingly.

The airlines also have thelr supporters
in Congress, notably the chairmen of the
House and Senate Commerce Committees,
Representative Oren Harris, Democrat, of
Arkansas, and Senator WARREN C. MAGNUSON,
Democrat, of Washington,

“I believe the time has arrived, if it has
not already passed, when we should expect
jet air service at National,” Harris said on
the House floor recently:

For the information of the Members,
I wrote a letter to the Administrator,
General McKee, last September 15, 1965,
requesting a complete and prompt re-
evaluation of this so-called policy. The
letter follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,

‘Washington, D.C., September 15, 1965.
Gen. WiLiam F. McKEE,

Administrator, Federal Aviation Agency,
Washington, D.C.

Dear GeENERAL McKEeE: A great deal of pub-
liclty has been given in the past months to
the alleged refusal of the Federal Aviation
Agency to grant commercial alrlines the
privilege of operating jet equipment in and
out of Washington National Airport.

Many reasons have been given, some of
which appear to be pure ratlonalization, in-
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cluding the problems of jet noise, heavy
trafiic, ete.

Further, it has been suggested that the
FAA has taken this position purely as a face-
saving device in order to attract traffic into
the so-called white elephant at Dulles In-
ternational Airport, Chantilly, Va.

It seems to me as a private citizen, a fre-
quent user of commercial arlines, and as
ranking minority member of the Subcom-
mittee on Transportation and Aeronautics,
that it is high time a realistic and logical
approach be taken In this serious matter,
I am advised that Mohawk Airlines are pre-
pared to fly jet equipment into Natlonal
Alrport, whenever permitted; that United
Alrlines is scheduling Caravelle aircraft in
flights from the West, including my district,
but are being required to land at other than
Washington National; that TWA, in the next
month, will put 727's on their flights into
this area and they, too, will be diverted to
alrports other than Washington National,
because of this allegedly made ruling by your
Agency.

Needles to say, persons from areas of less
than 500 miles from the Nation’s Capital will
be required to spend as much, if not more
time, wusing ground transportation from
Dulles and Friendship, as it would take from
their point of origin.

It is respectfully requested as a new Ad-
ministrator of the FAA that you and your
organization promptly reexamine this re-
ported decision and take a realistic look at
the needs of the flying public, and the con-
venience and necessity of jet service into
Washington National Airport.

Your prompt reply and consideration will
be indeed appreciated.

Sincerely,
SaMUEL L. DEVINE,
Member of Congress.

Although a reply has not yet been re-
ceived, it seems to me this entire matter
should be brought out into the open, and
have it settled once and for all. General
McKee's predecessor, Mr. Halaby, af-
forded himself the conveniences of
Washington National, fiying jet equip-
ment in and out on frequent occasions.
Obviously he was not concerned either
with the noise or safety factor that is
sometimes offered as an excuse. Private
jets daily use this airport.

In my opinion, Washington National
Airport, as presently constituted, is fully
capable of efficiently handling commer-
cial jet aircraft of the intermediate or
short-range type, and I am looking for-
ward with interest to the current atti-
tude of the Agency and the Adminis-
trator.

CHICAGO TURBAN RENEWAL AS
VIEWED BY CITY RESIDENTS

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. WipNALL]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the REecorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, most
speeches, comments or articles on urban
renewal projects are delivered or written
by public elected and appointed officials,
or planners and architects who have an
obvious interest in painting as attractive
a picture of success as possible. There is
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another side to this picture, however,
which can be found in the opinions of the
homeowners, tenants and the business-
men of an area marked for an urban re-
newal project. These are the people so
often brushed aside as “marginal” busi-
nessmen or anachronisms obstructing the
path of progress. Yet their opinions
deserve to be heard and be considered.

For the past 2 years I have maintained
an interest in a Chicago urban renewal
project known s the Lincoln Park Area I
project. Twice during this period of
time a staff member from my office has
toured the area and spoken to the resi-
dents and businessmen concerned. Al-
though I have received much correspond-
ence from throughout the country on
various projects, none has ever ap-
proached the volume of mail I have re-
ceived in connection with the Lincoln
Park project.

From the information that I have
acquired on Lincoln Park, the area has
struck me as being one in which reha-
bilitation rather than clearance could be
profitably followed. As the author of
both the rehabilitation loan program in
the 1964 Housing Act and section 307 of
that act, which indicates congressional
priority for rehabilitation rather than
clearance whenever possible, I became
interested in the manner in which these
two provisions were being implemented
by Federal and local officials. On June
21 of this year I wrote to the Housing
and Home Finance Administrator, Rob-
ert C. Weaver, with respect to rehabilita-
tion for the area. In his reply of July
29, Dr. Weaver indicated that no section
307 determination has as yet been made
in this case. He did indicate, however,
that the project was to consist of a
combination of clearance and rehabili-
tation activities, with an emphasis on
rehabilitation and code enforcement.
Dr. Weaver also indicated that the city
of Chicago had been fully informed with
respect to the availability of rehabilita-
tion loans and the assistance available
under code enforcement programs, both
of which were increased in the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1965.

While the interest of Federal officials
in a project emphasizing rehabilitation
instead of clearance is gratifying, the
information that I have received from
the residents of the area concerned indi-
cates that this may be a rehabilitation
project in name only. The Lincoln Park
Chamber of Commerce, in a recent sur-
vey, discovered that over 159 ground level
businesses in the area would be replaced,
with no provision made for their reloca-
tion. The Larrabee Street Neighbor-
hood Improvement Association indicates
that at no time were property owners in
the area contacted with regard to their
willingness to rehabilitate. Somewhere
between 30 and 35 percent of the build-
ings in the project are scheduled to be
demolished. Yet the residents of the
area estimate that less than 3 percent of
these are beyond repair or are owned by
those not interested in rehabilitation in
conformance with the urban renewal
plans,

When residents of the area have at-
tempted to improve their property, they
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report that they have been discouraged
by the City of Chicago Building Depart-
ment on the grounds that this would be
a waste of money in an urban renewal
area where their property might very
well be taken anyway. A survey indi-
cating the willingness of property owners
to participate in the new rehabilitation
loan program under urban renewal has
been ignored. A plan prepared by an
outstanding firm of architects for the
Lincoln Park Chamber of Commerce,
which would have provided for a
shopping center containing twice the
number of sites for displaced businesses
as the present approved plan was given
no consideration at all.

Mr. Speaker, there are two other
themes which reoccur in the letters I
have received. Both deserve careful con-
sideration in evaluating the success of
any urban renewal program. First, there
is the problem of local community repre-
sentation in the preparation of a plan
for the area. It is alleged, for example,
that the local conservation community
council represented only 5 percent of the
population of the Lincoln Park area and
that the plan was approved by only 10
percent of that limited membership.

Secondly, there is the question of the
relocation and displacement of elderly
and low income citizens from property
which is either in perfectly good condi-
tion or could be rehabilitated. In so
many instances, they become involun-
tary wards of the State in publie housing
or subsidized elderly housing projects as
renters, rather than as homeowners. In
the Lincoln Park project, a street of well
kept homes, Shakespeare Avenue, is to be
eliminated for a public park. At least a
dozen of the homeowners in this area
who have made an effort to keep up their
property are widows or the elderly who
will have almost no choice with respect
to future housing.

The irony of this is the fact that this
new neighborhood park is to be located
only 3 blocks from Chicago’s Lincoln
Park. It is stated in defense of this pro-
posal that Lincoln Park is a regional fa-
cility rather than a neighborhood facility
and that the local high school is in need
of more recreation area. One of the
letters from the residents of the area,
however, quotes the local high school
principal as stating that he has sufficient
space now and what he really needs is
money to operate what he has already
acquired. And it takes little imagination
to realize that however regional a park
may be in terms of areas served, it ob-
viously also serves the purposes of the
surrounding neighborhood.

Mr. Speaker, at this point, I would like
to include in the REecorp a sampling of
the letters I have received from tenants,
homeowners, and businessmen in the
Lincoln Park area with respect to the
interest shown by local officials in a true
rehabilitation and neighborhood conser-
vation program. I would hope that Fed-
eral officials charged with the responsi-
bility under section 307 of the Housing
Act of 1965 relating to rehabilitation,
would look beyond the formal presenta-
tions of local officials, and take into ac-
count, the people involved.
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The letters follow:

LincoLN PARKE CHAMBER OF ComM-
MERCE, INC.,
Chicago, Ill., August 26, 1965,
Hon, WinLiam B. WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WIDNALL: On behalf of
the Lincoln Park Chamber of Commerce, the
oldest established group of businessmen in
this area, we would like to have you con-
sider the following objections to the Urban
Renewal Project, Lincoln Park No. 1:

1. A recent survey by our organlzation
shows that over 159 ground level businesses
in this area would be replaced, with no provi-
sion made for their relocation. Recent sta-
tistics of the Small Business Administration
show that one of every three of these busi-
nesses will not survive this relocation.

2. A plan submitted to the Department of
Urban Renewal by this organization, pre-
pared at our expense, by the firm of Holabird
& Root, an outstanding firm of architects, re-
ceived no consideration. This plan envi-
sioned the retention of Ogden Avenue and
Larrabee Street providing a shopping cen-
ter at the corner of Ogden and Larrabee
twice the size as that recommended by the
Department of Urban Renewal. This shop=
ping center would have given the dislocated
merchants a location close to their current
place of business with their present cus-
tomers.

3. We object to the almost rubber-stamped
approval of all provisions of this renewal
project by the members of the Lincoln Park
Conservation Community Council and the
Lincoln Park Conservation Association. Not
one member of the Conservation Community
Council is a businessman directly affected by
this plan, We consider this lack of repre-
sentation unfair.

Your efforts to right these wrongs would
be highly appreciated.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL SAPPANOS,
President.
SHAKESPEARE AVENUE HOME
OWNERS ASSOCIATION,
Chicago, Ill., August 20, 1965.
Re: Lincoln Park Urban Renewal Project
No. 1, Chieago, I11.
Hon. WiLLiam B. WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEarR CONGRESSMAN WIDNALL: I am writing
you in behalf of our organization in the
Lincoln Park area.

The planners were successful in having
the No. 1 Lincoln Park Urban Renewal proj-
ect approved by the Housing and Home
Finance Agency. However, we do not feel
that the provisions and regulations of the
1964 Housing Act have been followed as
provided in section 307.

The Lincoln Park area is not a slum area.
We have large trees lining our streets and
flowers in our yards.

Over §15 million were spent for rehabili-
tation in the past 5 years in this area.

Why demolition now?

The project was approved 8 to 1 by a com-
munity conservation council.

However, 7 of these gentlemen do not live
in the project area, and are not representa-
tive of the.area.

It is true they held a number of hearings,
however these hearings were a farce to our
democratic way of doing things.

They did not seek any advice as to alterna-
tive forms of treatment for the area, or even
specific parcels.

As a matter of fact, the eight council
members who voted for the project were
members of our community organizations
and were advocating this project for some
time. They were picked and nominated by
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the urban renewal planners, and their names
submitted to the mayor for appointment to
their role.

The 3-hour hearing held by the subcom-
mittee of the Chicago City Council allowed
public witnesses, and a great majority spoke
against the project. However, without ad-
journing or glving any consideration to the
testimony given to them, they moved and
adopted the previously prepared resolution
without any comments, recommendations,
and suggestions by any of the committee
members on the subject, in less than 30 sec-
onds.

Yours very truly,

SHAKESPEARE AVENUE HoME OWNERS

ASSOCIATION,
WILLIAM GRIMMISH.
NorTH AVENUE BUSINESS
MEN'S ASSOCIATION,
Chicago, II1.

Hon. WiLLiaMm B. WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN WipNaLL: I am writing
to you on behalf of the members of the North
Avenue Business Men's Assoclation in the
Lincoln Park area. We are of the opinion
that section 307 of the Housing Aet of 1964
requires surveys and plans indicating that
the objectives of the urban renewal plan
cannot be achieved by the rehabilitation of
the project area, and such surveys are a
prerequisite to a loan grant contract.

We feel that the Lincoln Park Conserva-
tion Council was not representative of a ma-
jority of the people of this area, but rather
of small groups within the area. They did
not seek any advice as to alternative methods
of treatment for the area, or even specific
parcels. The public meeting held prior to the
adoption of the resolution required pursuant
to section 307 procedure finding was already
prepared before the meeting and was imme-
diately adopted after allowing a few people
to speak.

If urban renewal goes though as planned
150 merchants will be displaced, employing
hundreds of people. It is true a shopping
center will be built, but can only house 12 to
14 merchants. These few merchants, per-
haps can pay the high rents of a shopping
center. Prices will have to be higher in order
to enable them to do so. However, what will
happen to the other 136 merchants? Are
their businesses to be shut down? Are they
to be relocated to another neighborhood? If
50, who will compensate these merchants for
the loss of their customers’ goodwill, which
has taken decades to bulild up?

At no time were our member merchants al-
lowed to present an alternative plan to the
one that will destroy the whole north side
of North Avenue. We, who stand to lose our
stores and businesses stand ready to make
any necessary improvements to our proper-
ties that will make North Avenue an out-
standing shopping area. One that truly may
become world famous. All we ask is the op-
portunity to do so before we are torn down.

Very truly yours,
NorTH AVENUE Business MEN'S
ASSOCIATION,
JACK A. GERSHON, President.
LARRABEE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD
IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION,
Chicago, Ill., August 22, 1965,
Re: Lincoln Park Urban Renewal Project 1,
Chicago, I11.
Hon, WiLLiaM B, WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear CoNGRESSMAN: We are sending
you information on violations of section 307
of the 1964 Housing Act. The following are
questions we hope you will be interested in:

No. 1. Were residents informed that Fed-
eral funds are avallable for rehabilitation?
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Definitely not. Residents in demolition
areas were told repeatedly by Urban Renewal
personnel that they should not repalr, paint,
nor spend any money whatsoever on im-
provements. That the building would be
torn down, and that any money spent would
be lost. Property owners were told they
had no choice except to wait for urban
renewal.

Owners of property not at this time sched-
uled for demolition are not aware that they
will be forced to remodel or be condemned.
(As stated by Mr, Hill in Real Estate News,
July 12, 1965.) They are not only not aware
that they will have to rehabilitate, but they
certainly know nothing about Federal funds
available for this purpose.

Residents who trled to express their op-
position to the plans were allowed no voice
at meeting of the local organizations. Even
paid up members (the only ones allowed to
speak or vote) of Lincoln Park Conservation
Association who were not among the chosen
few were allowed no voice at meetings.

Our organization requested hearings be-
fore the Conservation Community Council
but were always deprived of the opportunity.
This is covered by material attached.

No. 2. Plans for relocation of residents and
businessmen.

In the city of Chicago no urban renewal
project has relocated either residents nor
businessmen. The only place residents can
go s into public housing, and these in Chi-
cago are our worst ghettos.

And the only place a businessman can go
is out of business.

A woman who has three children to sup-
port ingquired about where she could move
and was quoted a rental and when she said
she could not afford this was told she should
get another family to move in with her to
share expenses. Her answer was that if she
wanted to live like people in Russia, she
would move to Russia.

No one moved out of an urban renewal
area ever returns, Rents are too high. Nor
can small businessmen pay rentals in large
shopping areas, These are without excep-
tion leased to large chain storles, or in other
words to big business.

There is no relocation. Displacement will
be finanecial ruin for not only residents and
businessmen, but for property owners as
well. About 99 percent of the senlor citizens
who are independent now will become de-
pendents when they are dislocated.

No. 3. Were residents or property owners
contacted regarding thelr wlillingness to
rehabilitate?

They were not. The only time property
owners were contacted was by “inspectors™
hired by Urban Renewal who told the owner
that the property would be torn down.
Many people as long ago as March of 1963
were confident that they would recelve
money from Urban Renewal no later than
the first of May of that year. People who
are wililng to sell their property at a reason-
able market value are told to hang onto the
property that they will get more from Urban
Renewal. This is done because Urban
Renewal does not want any new owner to do
any remodeling in the demolition areas.
Everything possible has been done by the
Department of Urban Renewal to discourage
any improvements being made. Many resi-
dents in the project have been moved twice
before by Urban Renewal, and always at a
finaneial loss.

Possibly worse than being uninformed is
being misinformed. In Chicago there 1s no
publicity on urban renewal except what 1s
released by the Department of Urban
Renewal.

Within the next few weeks we will start
sending you sworn statements from property
owners, tenants, and businessmen covering
these points.
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In the meantime if you have any sug-
gestions we will be more than happy to
cooperate.

Thanking you for your interest, we are,

Respectfully yours,
LARRABEE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD IM-
PROVEMENT ASSOCIATION.

LARRABEE NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVE-
MENT ASSOCIATION,
Chiecago, Ill., June 23, 1965,

Copies to: President Johnson, Mr. Weaver,
Department of Urban Renewal, Mayor Daley,
Representative WiLLiam B, WIipNALL, Senator
RoperT KENNEDY, Ronald Reagan, Chicago
Tribune, Chicago Sun Times, Chicago Ameri-
can, Chicago Daily News, Time magazine.

Mr. PRESIDENT AND GENTLEMEN: Attached
is the letter our president Mr. Budd had
hoped to present to the Conservation Com-
munity Council, June 21, 19656, when the
plans for Lincoln Park Urban Renewal Proj-
ect 1 were approved. However, time was not
allowed. The 1 hour allotted for hearing op-
position to the plan was abused. Board
members spoke, especlally Father Wangler
spoke and sald loss of home or business will
not be too bad and people will not suffer too
much. What is too much? This attitude is
not usually associated with the ministry.

It was also stated by the board that a ma-
Jority of the residents of the project approved
the plans. The plans were approved by paid
membership assoclations. Total member-
ship in these organizations is less than 5 per-
cent of the population of the area. Attend-
ance at meetings is less than 10 percent of
membership. How could a majority of the
residents have approved the plan?

Our organization was formed 1 year ago
in Pebruary, and we have accomplished much
compared to the 10 years others had.

One member of the Conservation Com-
munity Counecil stated he had heard of Lar-
rabee Street Neighborhood Improvement As-
sociation a couple of times. We do not know
where he has been. Our organization had
200 people at the public hearing at St. Mi-
chael’'s church, Ninety percent of people
attending were opposed to the plan. We
have attended and spoken at each C.C.C.
meeting since.

We wrote the C.C.C. and asked to be heard,
but our hearing was always postponed.

Also enclosed are letters from residents
of the area, and from alarmed residents of
future project 2. As Dr. Rosner so kindly
stated In his Interview with the Chicago
Tribune, “hecklers from Larrabee Street and
Shakespeare Avenue" also wrote.

Urban Renewal takes full credit for the
millions of private dollars being spent in the
neighborhood, and states that without the
plan the neighborhood will deteriorate.
Once a neighborhood starts to rehabllitate
itself, it continues. And that has happened
in Lincoln Park.

Respectfully,
LARRABEE STREET NEIGHEORHOOD
IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION,
HELEN KELLEY, Secretary.

To: The Chicago City Council and to each
and every committee or agency of the clity
of Chicago which has or will vote on the
approval or disapproval of the plan for
project 1 of the Lincoln Park General
Neighborhood Renewal Plan,

LARRABEE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD
IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION,
Chicago, Ill., June 12, 1065.

GENTLEMEN: We are requesting a postpone-
ment of the vote to approve or disapprove
the plans as presented in booklet captioned
“Lincoln Park, Project 1, Chicago, Ill."” and
dated June 1965.

We request this postponement on the plea
that at no time were the residents, property
owners, or business people of our organiza-
tion given an opportunity to present their
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opinions on the project. This request was
acknowledged by the Conservation Commu-
nity Council, and was scheduled for hearing,
but each time was postponed.

We have a survey of the Larrabee Street
neighborhood which indicates that 2 million
‘will be spent by property owners and tenants.

On page 5 of this booklet it reads “All af-
fected community organizations generally
approved the design plan proposals with the
result that the basic concepts of this plan
have been incorporated inte the Urban Re-
newal Plan for Lincoln Park Project 1, Our
organization knew nothing of these plans.
We state that people in the areas of demo-
lition not only did not approve the plan, but
were completely uninformed. That the areas
to be demolished were planned by people who
do not live in the areas, and who will not be
affected by the plan. That the people most
affected by demolition had no voice whatso-
ever. The basic laws of urban renewal are
for the clearance of slums and blighted areas,
and state that there must be citizen
participation.

We object to the statement on the fifth
page which states “New residential develop-
ment is designed to preserve the present di-
versity of structure types, accommodations,
and income levels.”

Rents in the area designated for acquisi-
tion average about $55 per month., These
units are four rooms or more and are rented
by families who cannot afford to pay more.
These people are low- to middle-income fam-
ilies with children. Idving in this area and
paying these rents they are able to budget
college educations for their children, as evi-
denced by the 40 percent of graduates from
Waller who go from high school to college.
Relocation of these people without creating
financial hardships, and without depriving
children of an education, is completely im-
possible. Preserving accommodations, and
income levels is absurd. It isn't necessary to
be an expert in the construction field to know
that the cost of construction makes it im-
possible to build even one-room apartments
that could rent for 255 per month. How can
the income level remain the same?

We propose that the plan be revamped
and made realistic. That contradictions
be omitted. Such as the statement which
reads “Present lack of public recreational
space will be remedied by construction of a
neighborhood park, two smaller playgrounds
and a number of public plaza areas designed
for pedestrian use.” Residents in the area
are not aware of a lack of so-called public
recreational space. Lincoln Park is one of
the most beautiful parks in the world, and
is within walking distance of everyone. Tot
lots referred to on page 13 have been frowned
upon by planning commissions for years.
The expense of caring for these small plots is
exorbitant, and to police them Is com-
pletely impossible. There are vacant areas
on Larrabee Street which could be acquired
for playgrounds and could be policed by the
residents,

Public plazas are universally known to be
fair playgrounds for muggers, rapists, and
gang wars. Why create a future slum?
Other urban renewal projects have, after a
few years, proven this to be the case.
It is the butcher, the baker and the candle-
stick maker who make the backbone of a
solid, stable community. Chicago needs mid-
dle income families. This is essentlal to keep
industry from moving to the suburbs, and
for the preservation of the city.

Contradictions dealing with businesses are
found throughout the document. “The
specific planning proposals contained in
this urban renewal plan will enhance the
project area as a desirable urban community
and will encourage the physical rehabilita-
tion of residential, business and institutional
properties.” This has already been accom-
plished and more will be done when people
know what they can expect.
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On page 156 it reads, “Some properties not
herein designated for acquisition and clear-
ance may be so designated by amendment to
the urban renewal plan.” Why aren’t these
properties, or at least some of them,
designated at this time? Is it because they
are owned by members of associations whose
support was needed to approve the plan?

On page 3 it is stated, “Existing retail
complexes should be retained where feasible
and first priority be given to displaced busi-
nessmen, where possible and legal, either in
existing or new shopping areas, and the
overall amount of retail space should be re-
duced.” Does this make sense, or it is pos-
gible in any way?

This is not a plan for the benefit of a
community, but a dream. Chicago has been
a vigorous city in the past, but every year
is becoming weaker and weaker. Our mid-
dle-income families are moving to the sub-
urbs, our industry is moving to the suburbs,
money is moving to other areas. Unless the
trend changes Chicago will become a ghost
city. Chicago needs attractions to draw
people for vacations, and conventions and
what is more interesting than historical old
town?

As an improvement assoclation we are
interested in the improvement of our neigh-
borhood. Our plan is based on the desire
of the residents and property owners, and
business people to conform with the plan
of urban renewal for project 1, for conserva-
tion and rehabilitation. Why should 40 per-
cent of the residents of an area be the vic-
tims of the whim of less than 1 percent of
the population of the area? We are prepared
to present from each property owner his in-
tentions for the rehabilitation of his build-
ing. If the owner is not interested in this
and refuses to sell to someone who will
rehabllitate, the property would be subject
to code enforcement by our association.

Our survey shows many small businessmen
and residents of the area in need of good
residential property and ready to cooperate
with us for the rehabilitation of the neigh-
borhood.

We are requesting time to present this
plan. A door-to-door survey is slow hard
work, and we need time to make this plan
workable with the Department of Urban
Renewal. If residents of the area will re-
habilitate at their own expense it would seem
a great shame that this money couldn’t be
spent more profitably for benefit of the citl-
zens of the area.

As cltizens of the area we want participa-
tion not annihilation.

Our organization is strongly opposed to
the demolition of the Larrabee Street
nelghborhood.

Respectfully submitted.

LARRABEE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD IM-
PROVEMENT ASSOCIATION,
HarLEY A. Buop, President.

Coples to: President Johnson, Representa-
tive WiLriam B. WipwaLL, Senator ROBERT
KennEpY, Ronald Reagan, Mayor Daley, Chi-
cago Tribune, Chicago American, Chicago
Dally News, Chicago BSun Times, Time
magazine,

LARRABEE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD IM-
PROVEMENT ASSOCIATION,
Chieago, I1l., August 2, 1965.
Attention: Mr. Mayer, Mr. Hill.
LINCOLN PARE,
CONSERVATION COMMUNITY COUNCIL,
Chicago, I1.
DEPARTMENT of URBAN RENEWAL,
Chicago, Ill.

Gentlemen: On or about June 10, 1965,
we wrote you for information as to where
we could obtain large-scale maps. To date
we have had no answer, so once agaln we
are asking for the information.

We are prepared to present a preliminary
plan of Larrabee Street at this time, and
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later other streets in the neighborhood.
This plan will show the construction, the
condition, and the intentions of the owner.

Therefore you can appreciate that a large-
scale map of the area is essential.

We also request a meeting to discuss these
plans. Your help and suggestions could be
very valuable to us. This we also asked for
in a previous letter.

A response at your earliest convenience will
be appreclated.

Respectfully yours,
LARRABEE BTREET NEIGHBORHOOD
PROVEMENT ASSOCIATION,
HARLEY A, BUpD, President.

Copiles to:

President Johnson,

Mayor Daley,

Mr. Weaver, Department of Urban Re-
newal;

Senator ROBERT KENNEDY,

Representative WiLriam B. WmNaALL,

Benator f

Chicago Tribune, Sun Times, American &
Dally News,

Time Magazine,

In-

HALFPENNY, HAHN & RYAN,
Chicago, Il1., July 12, 1965.
Re Lincoln Park, Area 1, project.
Hon. WLriam B, WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

My DEear ConNcrEssMaN: This letter will
bring you up to date in regard to the Lincoln
Park Area, project 1, in Chicago, of which
we have previously conferred and corre-
sponded. The part 1, loan and grant applica-
tion for this project was returned by the
Urban Renewal Administration, Washington,
D.C. and was approved July 7, by the Chi-
cago City Council so is now being returned
to Washington for final approval.

A meeting was held a week ago by the
Lincoln Park Conservation Community Or-
ganization in regard to the plan, at which
tlme numerous objectors appeared. Each
was glven only a few minutes, oral state-
ments were not transcribed. No consider-
ation was given to any of the recommended
changes or plans submitted, and an immedi-
ate vote was taken by the committee for
approval. The committee itself is not repre-
sentative of the area, nor interested in the
local resldents’ welfare, Many of the people
living in the area are extremely bitter be-
cause they feel this is being promoted by
certain real estate and financlal interests to
their detriment. A great majority of the
neighborhood 1s opposed to the demolition
of their homes, which are sound, well main-
talned, and owned by people who have lived
their entire life in the area. This is not a
slum area, and the people themselves are
desirous of improving it.

Members of the local committee are all
impractical people, most of them being con-
nected with churches or hospitals, that will
benefit by obtaining property that they
would otherwise have to purchase. The one
b;:sinesaman, a banker, voted against the
plan.

Public hearings were held July 6, before a
subcommittee of the Chicago City Council,
which was merely perfunctory. They allowed
the objectors to testify, but immediately at
the close of the testimony in open meeting,
with no discussion, approved the plan and
recommended that it be adopted, which was
done at full council meeting next day with
no comments.,

It appears the plan does not comply with
title ITI of the 1965 Housing Act. The de-
molishing of homes for people only three
blocks from Lincoln Park and making Larra-
bee Street, which has always been commer-
cial, residential, are the two real sources of
conflict. The Larrabee Improvement Asso-
clation prepared a survey showing the nature
of each bullding and what amount owners
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would expend to rehabilitate or repair pres-
mt structures, but this was given no atten-

n,

Is there anything that you could recom-
mend we do in Washington that would delay
or change the plan? It is our intention to
contest the plan in court on behalf of Krema
and some others and we would appreciate
any ldea or suggestion you could give us.

‘With kind personal regards.

Very truly yours,
T. HALFPENNY.
HALFPENNY, HAHN & RYAN,
Chicago, Ill., August 18, 1965.
Re Lincoln Park No. 1 urban renewal project,
Chicago, Ill.
Hon, Wirriam WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN WipnaLL: I am writing
on behalf of Erema Trucking Co., a common
carrier registered by the Interstate Commerce
Commission, and one of the oldest operators
in the Chicago area, located at 1735 North
Larrabee Street, Chicago, Ill., as well as other
business interests, in the Lincoln Park area
project.

From my study of the Housing Act of 1964,
it appears that sectlon 307 of the act re-
quires surveys and plans, indicating that the
objectives of an urban renewal plan cannot
be achieveq through rehabilitation of the
project area, and that such is a prerequisite
to allowing a loan grant contract.

For the record, I will recite some back-
ground information. The Lincoln Park Con-
servation Community Council membership
was not representative of the area, its mem-
bership consisted of clergymen and doctors
connected with institutions in the area, all
interested in obtalning additional parking
facilities, with other members living on the
east side “gold coast” area. They did not
seek, request, or allow any advice or plans as
to alternate forms of treatment for the area,
or for even alternate use for specific parcels
involved. In fact, all such offers were sum-
marily dismissed. The counecil did hold a
number of meetings which I attended as an
observer. They did not allow anyone to
speak or enter into any discussion. The sev-
eral meetings where they allowed interested
people to testify, none of their suggestions
were recorded or adopted. I addressed a
public meeting held the same night as the
council adopted the resolution required un-
der section 307 procedures. No considera-
tion was given to any suggestion, or any of
the recommendations, nor was any alternate
suggestion or plan made by the Board. The
resolution had already been prepared prior
to the meeting and was immediately adopt-
ed. The only real local businessman on the
board, vice president of a local bank, voted
against its adontion.

The subcommittee hearing in the Chicago
city council followed similar tactics, allow=
ing public witnesses to make statements. I
was among them. However, without even
adjourning or glving any consideration
whatsoever to the information submitted,
the resolution was adopted without any
comments, recommendations, or suggestions.

My client, Mr. Krema, had an architec-
tural plan prepared for additional improve-
ments to his property, primarily of an
esthetic nature, due to the fact his buildings
are of excellent construction and well main-
tained. The only opportunity he was given
to present such plans was before the special
House committee hearing held in Chicago
with the Honorable Congressman ELu-
czyNsK1 presiding. Numerous individual
property owners have stated that when they
requested permits to improve their property,
the city of Chicago bullding department
would discourage them on the basis that any
improvement was a waste of money, that
the area was In urban renewal, and they
would no doubt lose it.
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The present Lincoln Park No. 1 Area plan
18 substantially the same as submitted prior
to the passage of the 1964 Housing Act—no
opportunity was allowed the residents to
make valuable suggestions. For example,
the elimination of Ogden Avenue, a diagonal
main thoroughfare, developed and widened
at great public expense, never properly
studied. Business interests indicate a de-
sire to purchase property if title could be
cleared in regard to numerous small triangle
spaces so as to give full frontage on the
street.

Due to this procedure there is deep re-
sentment of the majority of the home own-
ers and small businessmen located in the
area, the only organizations that have ap-
proved are the ones that benefit substantial-
1y by the terms of the plan to the detriment
of the entire area.

If detailed information can be of any as-
sistance or value, we will be happy to fur-
nish it. We appreciate your continued in-
terest in the small home owner and busi-
nessman, especially when they are not
located in your district or State, thus you
are surely performing a great public service.

Sincerely yours,
Harorp T. HALFPENNY.

CHicAGO, ILL.,
May 25, 1964.
Hon. Winriam B, WIDNALL,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

HoworasLE Sm: I am one of the widows
(widow 24 years) who is going to lose her
home for a park. I lived in my home for 38
years, it was a new bullding just completed
when I purchased it. I've kept it up to
standard on all repairs when it needed it,
there isn’t a thing wrong with the building.

Why they picked this site for a park ls
just outrageous. We have one of the larg-
est, most beautiful parks four blocks from
my home (Lincoln Park). There are many
schools which I could mention by name that
are on main streets with no park close by
nor even a playground for children.

We are promised low-income housing at
reasonable rates. One old home on
Dickens Street was remodeled and rents for
$180 a month. Another new apartment
building on Dickens just completed, rents for
$300 per month or if one wants to buy the
unit it costs $37,000. Is that reasonable?

I had planned to retire at 62 years and rent
& room or two which would have helped me,
as I have a heart condition, high blood pres-
sure, and arthritis. PFrom where I live it
takes me 10 minutes to get to work, when I
lose my home where will I go that is so con-
venient? One does notreceive enough money
to buy a new home and rents are tremen=-
dously high.

I raised two children, my son fought in the
Eorean war, was left with a very bad heart
condition, Is that what he fought for?

If they demolish everything at one time
people will have to find homes—then do they
expect us to come back into this same area
to the new low rental houses for the elderly?
Why not build apartment builldings some=
where in this neighborhood before tearing
all of it down, so that we can move into the
new homes when ours are torn down and we
are evicted?

People outslde of the park area voted for
this project, those living in the park area had
no chance to volce their opinions against it—
we are all displaced with a promise of low
rental houses—we cannot get in as prom-
ised—rents are too high and we heard there
is a walting list of 27,000 for some of the
high rise bulldings—people outside of this
project seem to come first? Is this justice,
‘it’s against the Constitution.

Yours very truly,
Mrs. MARGARET B. WiLsON.
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A, HumeerT & Co.,
Chieago, I11., May 22, 1964.
Congressman WiLLiaM BEcKE WIDNALL,
Cannon Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN: I am told that you are
“interviewing individuals who are directly
affected by urban renewal.” I am happy that
someone is interested in the manner in which
this vast “pork barrel” is being conducted.

Our office is just outside the boundaries of
the “Lincoln Park Urban Renewal Area” on
Chicago’s North Side. My experience with
urban renewal is limited to this one project.
The following are my observations, concisely
stated. I will be happy to go into greater
detall if you wish.

1. One of the problems is that “only per-
sons directly affected"” is interpreted as those
who live in the renewal area. For example,
Lincoln Avenue is one of the longest
thoroughfares in Chicago, used by many peo-
ple from the northwest areas of the clty to
the downtown area. Yet, those people in the
renewal area, who live along just four blocks
of Lincoln Avenue, have decreed that this
great thoroughfare should no longer be a
through street. None of the residents or
businessmen along the street have been con-
sulted nor do they have a voice in this matter.

2. The preponderant benefits of this pro-
gram are given over to nontaxpaying groups,
who are in the area: DePaul University,
McCormick Theological Seminary, and the
following hospitals: St. Joseph's, Augustana,
Grant, Children’s Memorial; each is pur-
ported to be nonprofit, yet each found the
funds to undertake huge expansions; sud-
denly there was no parking space—and urban
renewal generously stepped in to make up
the loss.

3. The primary goal of urban renewal
should be the upgrading of existing resi-
dential properties. Instead of this, we find
the large-scale relocation of the underprivi-
leged only to make room for the more afiu-
ent (for exariple, Carl Sandburg Village).
There is also too much emphasis on com-
merclal (shopping centers, etc.) when we
already have a tremendous number of vacant
stores along our strip streets.

Your interest is appreclated; your study is
invited to these problems.

Yours very truly,
ALFRED HUMBERT, JT.,
Realtor.

CHICAGO CASTER & EQUIPMENT CoO., INC.,
Chicago, Ill., August 20, 1965.
Re Lincoln Park No. 1, Urban Renewal
Project, Chicago, Ill.
Hon, WitLiaM B. WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR CONGRESSMAN WIDNALL: I am writing
you on behalf of the members of our orga-
nization in the Lincoln Park area. We are
of the opinion that section 307 of the Hous-
ing Act of 19656 requires surveys and plans
Indicating that the objectives of the urban
renewal plan ecannot be achieved through
rehabilitation of the project area, and such
is a prerequisite to a loan grant contract.
The Lincoln Park Conservation Community
Council was not representative of the area.
They did not seek any advice as to alterna-
tive forms of treatment for the area, or even
specific parcels. It is true they held a num-
ber of meetings at which they did allow
people to speak, and at meetings where they
allowed people to protest none of their sug-
gestions were recorded or adopted. The
public meeting held prior to the adoption of
the resolution required pursuant to section
307 procedure finding was already prepared
before the meeting and was immediately
adopted after allowing people to speak.

The subcommittee hearing of the Chicago
City Counell allowed public witnesses, but
without adjourning or giving any considera-
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tion to the information given to them they
moved and adopted the previously prepared
resolution without any comments, recom-
mendations, and suggestions by anyone on
the subject.

We do not feel, that we were amply ad-
vised on the situation. May we have your
views on the above?

Very truly yours,
W. H. RisE,
President.

Lire-TiME BLIND & SHUTTER Co.,
Chicago, Ill., August 17, 1965.
Re Lincoln Park No. 1 urban renewal project,
Chicago, Ill.
Hon. WiLLiam B, WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEar CONGRESSMAN WIDNALL: In reference
to the Lincoln Park No. 1 urban renewal
project in Chicago, Ill., we wish to state that
we do not feel that the provisions and regu-
lations of the 1964 Housing Act have been
followed as provided in section 307,

We are a small business concern. We own
and occupy a building comprising 12,500
square feet. We are a growing concern now
located in a neighborhood that we feel is one
in which we can be of a great asset to the
community—one in which our 20 employees
are not anxious to leave because of good
transportation and we feel that we have a
good building and are most willing to make
improvements which will enhance this street.

At no time has any representative ever
approached us to ask us what we would do
to improve our building,. We have not been
asked for any plans or surveys of improve-
ment. We therefore feel the Lincoln Park
Conservation Community Council did not
represent truly the people in this area and
feel in so doing that section 307 of the Hous=
ing Act has been violated.

We do not wish to relocate our business or
employees and are most anxious to be given
the opportunity of making any improvement
to our building which will aid in the rehabili-
tation of this community.

Very truly yours,
Lire-TiMe BriND & SHUTTER CoO,,
BERNARD MARKS,

ARrT FURNITURE SHOP,
Chicago, I11., August 20, 1965.
Re: Lincoln Park Urban Renewal Project I,
Chicago, Ill.
Hon, WiLrLiam B. WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DearR CONGRESSMAN WipNaLL: We are lo-
cated in the area of Lincoln Park Urban
Renewal Project I and are of the opinion that
section 307 of the Housing Act of 1964 has
not been complied with.

We feel that the Lincoln Park Conservation
Community Council did not truly represent
the majority of the people in the proposed
project.

The original committees and organizations
formed, with conservation as their goal were
infiltrated with people, who in their small
meetings favored demolition rather than
conservation, ;

One of the oldest organizations in the Lin-
coln Park area, the Lincoln Park Chamber
of Commerce was not represented on the
Community Conservation Counell and could
have rendered valuable assistance In views,
plans and needs of the area,

We are a small business concern and have
been in the same location since 1925, We
have been an asset to the community in the
fine arts field and wish to remain here as
an asset to the culture of this area,

No council member or representative has
approached us and asked for plans, views or
expressions as to how we could enhance or
improve our bullding.
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We therefore feel that the Housing Act,
section 307, has been violated by the Lincoln
Park Conservation Community Council in
not honestly representing the people of the
area and primarily the ones in the planned
project I area.

Yours truly,
ArT FURNITURE SHOP,
Howarp W. JEMO.

HErMAN SEERAMP, INC.,
August 20, 1965.
Hon, WiLLiAM B. WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR CONGRESSMAN Wiowarn: I am writing
to you in regard to Lincoln Park No. 1 urban
renewal project in Chicago.

I own and operate a small wholesale
bakery employing 45 people with an annual
payroll of $250,000. Obviously I have a siz-
able personal investment in our present lo-
cation. A move will be very costly. Prop-
erty adjacent to mine is available should we
be able to stay here. I would be willing to
build and upgrade the entire property with
assurance of a long-term lease availability.

We are of the opinion that section 307 of
the Housing Act of 1964 requires surveys and
plans indicating that the objectives of the
urban renewal plan cannot be achieved
through rehabilitation of the project area,
and such is a prerequisite to a loan grant
contract. The Lincoln Park Conservation
Community Counecil was not representative
of the area. They did not seek any advice
as to alternative forms of treatment for the
area, or even specific parcels. It is true they
held a number of meetings at which they did
not allow people to speak, and at meetings
where they allowed people to protest none
of their suggestions were recorded or adopted.
The public meeting held prior to the adop-
tion of the resolution required pursuant to
section 307 procedure finding was already
prepared before the meeting and was im-
mediately adopted after allowing people to
speak,

The subcommittee hearing of the Chicago
City Council allowed public witnesses, but
without adjourning or giving any considera-
tion to the information given to them they
moved and adopted the previously prepared
resolution without any comments, recom-
mendations, and suggestions by any one on
the subject.

Sincerely,
WiLLArRD W. BICKFORD,
President.
TAT LiNG CHAN,
June 25, 1964.
Hon, WiLLiaMm B, WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Sir: Having heard the bad news from the
urban renewal intended to demolish Larrabee
Street, rendering me, and those people who
are living, and doing business in that street
wish to cry, but no tears, for losing homes
and business. No wonder everyone living in
the Larrabee Street is unhappy.

The President announced in the news-
papers stated that he will try his best to
overcome the people poverty. Then if the
urban renewal will decide to demolish Larra-
bee Street, no wonder the residents and busi-
nessmen of that street will suffer more hard-
ships and poverty.

So far I know the American citizens can
enjoy more freedom than any other ecitizens
in the world. Therefore I beg to take the
liberty to against the urban renewal to do
80.

I and all the other residents of Larrabee
Street will be much appreciated, if you will
kindly see your way to stop the urban re-
newal demolishing Larrabee Street according
to your convenience. If so the God will bless
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you, and your family good luck, and long
life

Hoping this will meet with your favorable
consideration.
I have the honor to be, sir,
Yours obedlently,
TAT Linc CHAN.

CHICAGO, ILL.,
August 18, 1965.
Re Lincoln Park Project No. 1 Urban Renewal,
Chicago, about section 307.

Hon. WiLLiam B, WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

CONGRESSMAN WinnNarr: I live in
project No. 1, in the area proposed for a
community park, which is not necessary be-
cause of the three blocks distance from the
famous Lincoln Park, My sister and I at-
tended most of these neighborhood meetings,
and those of the CCC which is a panel of 11
men, handpicked by the mayor and ironi-
cally most of them do not reside in the
project No. 1—so how can they know and
vote on our problems unless they are briefed
by urban renewal. At no time at any of
these meetings was there ever any mention
of the Housing Act of 1864 known as sec-
tion 807. My neighbors who also attended
these meetings can attest to this statement.

We were told that we could be observers
at the CCC meetings but could not have the
floor to ask questions or have any voice what-
ever. On this CCC panel were Daggett Har-
vey, a milllonaire residing on Lake Shore
Drive who could not care less what happened
to our homes, two ministers, one bowed out
gracefully when he learned that most of us
oldtimers were members of his church and
would be victims of the bulldozer (this was
Rev. Gerhard Grauer), one lawyer (employed
days by the rallroad), a Catholic priest from
a nontaxable institution who was anything
but courteous and had pressure tactics, ask-
ing the pastor of Peoples Baptist Church if
they did not want to take their money from
urban renewal and move elsewhere (they al-
ready were displaced two times), which they
refused to consider at that meeting. If they
have since used persuasion, I do not know.
The next man was the secretary of Aetna
bank who was absolutely against the pro-
posed park, Dr. Marvin Rosner, on staff at
Grant Hospital who was using pressure for
more land for the hospital, an artist, and Mr.
* * * who also resided way out of the
project.

I think I stated in a previous letter that I
called at the office of Lincoln Park Conser-
vation at 2419 North Halsted Street, stating
I wanted to make extensive improvements—
new stairs and wrought fence and was told
by William Friedlander who consulted a map
and then replied not to spend any more
money on my home. That was 28 months
ago.

Was 1t the purpose to create slum prop-
erty by advising us not to spend money to
make these improvements if we were will-
ing and had the cash to pay for same.

My sister is a widow, is self-sufficlent from
dally employment and lives in our late
father's home, which was handed down to
him from his forefathers—Civil War veteran
1849—that’s a long record of ownership and
paying taxes, plus grassroots. Now to be dis-
placed would indeed be a hardship.

My husband, 76, and I, 68, live in the same
area and have the threat of the bulldozer at
our door,

It's inhuman and unjust to root us out in
new swrroundings at our age. Living in a
housing project is not the answer at our

age.

We want the “go sign” to make improve-
ments on our own and continue living in
familiar surroundings.

Mrs. JOHN ABDALLAH.
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CaIcaco, Iy,
May 26, 1964.
Hon, WiLLiam B, WIDNALL,
Congressman of New Jersey,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: We of the Lincoln Park urban
renewal project I, humbly suggest that legis-
lation of some sort be considered to relieve
the viclous Injustices regarding the same.

Wherever urban renewal enters an area,
the tax-exempt institutions such as churches,
hospitals, and schools, start the land grab
with the innocent friendly neighborhood
meetings to supposedly improve our areas.

Soon a map is shown, showing the land to
be allotted each of these community cen-
ters,

Then come the big deal real estate opera=-
tors with scare stories about the bulldozers
coming, and we'll get nothing for our prop-
erty. They have bought up valuable loca-
tions as people panicked and sold for mini-
mal sums.

They then proceeded to fill the area with
Puerto Rican tenants who are making life
unbearable until such time we can teach
them the conditions of urban living. They
brought to our area a terrible crime wave
of every description, including a national
car-theft gang which was exposed.

We have lived for 12 years with the threat
of demolition of our homes. The neighbors
around us have fought to keep their homes
in decent condition, but through discourage-
ment and an uphill battle, find we must have
help or we will lose everything.

When the urban renewal wants a particu-
lar property, they move in with the build-
ing code inspectors.

A prominent bullding engineer spoke be-
fore the city couneil in Chicago city hall,
He stated that there was no downtown build-
ing that he had worked on (and he gave
the names of many) from 1938 up to some
of our recent models, that could pass the
present building code inspections. These
excessively abusive codes enter wherever
urban renewal is accepted. Any building
not in accordance with this urban renewal
code, is judged to be substandard. With
that word, they heap on the abuses of pow-
er to demand building code compllance; or
they proceed through the code to show that
your property has no value as it would cost
too much to recondition it.

They demand an architect’s blueprint of
your home, before you can proceed to make
the code repairs. This is 500 on up.

The usual procedure is to then apply for
a loan to make the repairs.

Of the many cases presented before the
Chicago City Counsel, by the Chlcago Prop-
erty Owners Assocliation, none was able to get
a loan from any bank, though from every
aspect, the owner had reliable assets and col-
lateral.

When the owner could not show proof of
the total contracting job in action within 30
days, they were taken to court. Thereafter
they were fined $200 for each day that they
were not in compliance on thelr particular
building code violations.

Innumerable property owners have lost
their homes due to these lecherous laws
in Chicago, or wherever urban renewal goes.
The property is then seized for the urban re-
newal project on hand.

Some property owners are jalled because
there is no possible way they could pay $200
per day for their fine. Such laws are more
unjust than usurious loan sharks,

At a recent urban renewal meeting for our
Lincoln Park project I, a director stated that
they were going to bulld a home for the
aged, giving the exact location in our area
where 1t would be built. A neighbor told the
speaker she did not know how he could make
that statement, as she knew the owner of
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that property, and it had not as yet been
acquired for urban renewal.

The man who owns this building has in-
vested large sums to have it in first-class
condition. The squads of code men have
made 87 vislts (which he has properly dated
and recorded) keeping him tearing up and
repairing. It is evident that unless he has
some help, he will soon be compelled to re-
linquish his property to the authorities.

There are 644 homes involved in this proj-
ect. Also truckers, small factorles, many
businessmen’s establishments which all
helpfully employ and serve members of the
community, They are planning to com-
pletely cut off two great business and travel
thoroughfares—Lincoln Avenue, also Ogden
Avenue. These streets are of great impor-
tance commerclally and for good transpor-
tation.

On your road maps you will note that Og-
den Avenue is Route 34, which takes you all
the way to St. Louls, Mo.

Lincoln Avenue angles north and west
from its start at 1600 North in Chicago,
ending in the suburb Skokie.

They propose to take away a portion of
these avenues with each new urban renewal
project, as they would proceed in the future.
When you study the length of en and
Lincoln Avenues you will have a slight idea
of the enormity of their destructive schemes.

Urban renewal planners are, at random,
mapping serlous dislocations of homes and
businesses. They are planning three green
spots for the area; two of the three are for
the Catholie Church propertles.

My particular problem is a planned bull-
dozing of 144 homes and businesses to make
a park for Waller High BSchool. Waller
already has a half city block of play area.
The Christ Presbyterian Church is moving
and this area will be added to the half block
playground.

Lincoln Park Zoo is 4 blocks east of the
Waller High School. It has four baseball
diamonds, tennis courts, shuffleboard, horse-
shoe games, archery, and gun clubs, Belmont
Yacht Harbor rented boats and boat lagoon,
bridle paths (horses may be rented near the
park), pony rides, and places to enjoy other
hobbles. Picnie grounds, carousel, minia-
ture diesel train rides, a special children’s
Zoo, also two museums, a park meeting hall
center, a golf course.

The zoo area is now in the process of con-
structing a farm exhibit which will also show
the farm animals in a rural atmosphere.
It is expected to be Interesting and educa-
tional, Lincoln Park Zoo is regarded as one
of the finest zoos in the world. Most every
one has at one time enjoyed Marlin Perkins
most interesting TV show "“Zoo Parade” from
Lincoln Park Zoo. Mr. Perkins is now asso-
clated with the St. Louls zoo.

There is 25-cent bus transportation in
close range to all in our neighborhood (which
includes Waller High) who desire a ride to
the zoo (Lincoln Park). We think the young
people of our area are speclally privileged
to be so located.

U.R. planners mention the Arnold School
in connection with a playground for Waller
High. Arnold School is one-storied and ad-
mits only two grades of junior high. It is
located beside the one-half block playground
which is being enlarged.

When all these facts were disclosed to
Louis W. Hill, deputy commissioner of urban
renewal in Chicago he stated that Lincoln
Park Zoo was decadent for present-day use
and that four blocks was too far for mothers
to take their children to the park.

We would presume that we must therefore,
tear down areas every three blocks to give
like privileges to other mothers across the
United States.

There are 15 widows in our block that I
know of. My mother and I count as 2; 14
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widows are property owners. We have owned
our 2-story building which contains 2 apart-
ments (also a 2-truck garage at rear) for
24 years. We are all self-supporting, with
rental incomes, jobs, and pensions, We all
own our own homes clear. We are part of
this wasteful project 1 which plans to tear
our homes down for an unnecessary park for
the Waller and Arnold Schools. The police
are continually being called for racial rum-
bles around the schools. It seems the plan
is to give them a larger battleground.

We neighbors maintain good, clean, com-
fortable homes for our tenants, with reason-
able rents. We have beautiful trees and
grass on our parkways, and most homes have
flowers and gardens in their backyards.

We are of ages (by the time we own our
property clear of debt) that we are ineligible
for financial loans, to get a slmilar rental
property at present-day prices.

The urban renewsal plan is to place older
persons with our problem in old age housing.
They plan to offer a 3-room unit with bath
for $52 per month.

Some elderly people’'s only source of income
is their rental Income. Some have very small
soclal security pensions. After the pittances
they will offer for our properties have been
lived up, many will be welfare cases. This
statement is not exaggerated.

Mayor Daley has kept up a continuous
harangue about slumlords to psychologically
condition the public for urban renewal and
its disastrous upheavals and treachery. We
find that all those who are for urban renewal,
have ulterior motives. We believe this area
of Project I to be the most desirable loca-
tlon in the city of Chicago. Our home loca-
tion is 21 blocks north of State and Madison
(which is the center of the Chicago down-
town which divides the north and south sides
of Chicago). Our home is 800 West (which
means it is 6 blocks west of Lake Michigan).
The east side of Lincoln Park faces Lake
Michigan. We are on the extreme north end
of Project I. It is evident that those who
live south of us are closer to the downtown
area.

We suggest that Federal funds for urban
renewal be withheld until we are given a
referendum at the polls.

‘We will be most grateful for any help you
can send our way to save our homes and
businesses.

Sincerely,
Mrs. YVONNE A, NEWLIN.
CHICAGO, ILL.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WIDNALL: I'm adding
this bit of information. The officers of Lin-
coln Park Conservation Association are ap-
pointed by Mayor Daley. When people who
paid for membership realized that they had
no voice in the organization, they withdrew.
The officers had a sneak vote one night when
there were only 11 Lincoln Park conserva-
tion members present. These 11 members
were the only ones (of a large audience)
who were allowed to vote for or against Lin-
coln Park Project 1. They unanimously voted
against it, but they were outnumbered by
Daley's appointed officers and some bearded
beatniks who Joined with the officers In the
vote, That is the way the approval for Lin-
coln Park Project 1 took place.

There are no property owners in the en-
tire area who want anything to do with this
horror.

We have organized to combat it as best
we can with our small incomes.

Wasteful urban renewal projects will fin-
ish ruining the economy of our Nation far
greater than an enemy nation.

The only interest in the United States
seems to be civil rights. Perhaps the knowl-
edge that Negro's homes are also included
in Project I, may arouse some interest.
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We thank you for your interest and con-
sideration.

Mrs. YvoNNE A. NEWLIN.
CHICAGO, ILL.,
July 11, 1964.

Dear MR. WipNALL: I am glad to hear that
you were in Chicago to study plan I of the
Lincoln Park redevelopment project.

I am a property owner in that area, and
am against the plan as are many people who
live there.

It should be canceled until there is proof
that it is needed or helpful.

Let the people who are involved decide—
not the politicians.

Sincerely,
MarGo H. BUEEAR.
CHICAGO, ILL.,
August 12, 1964.
Hon. WiLriam B. WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Without exception during the past 3 years
it has been my duty as a neighbor in our
community to meet with and support the
wishes of the elderly folks, homeowners, and
tenants residing in the area designated as
project 1 (called the park area).

These folks have placed their confidence
in my efforts to help if possible to save their
homes and present living status.

Meetings held were supposed to be of
interest and information as to proceedings
in the area were merely camouflage.

If and when even a paid-up member was
on the floor to request information on sub-
Jects relative to important matters, con-
cerning loans, rehabilitation and interest
rates, they were rudely told by the chair-
man, Lyle Mayer, that they were out of order,
as the commission members were the ones
to direct and plan for the area, not an in-
dividual. The police were requested to stop
anyone and eject them bodily, which they
tried to do. :

As section 307 of the Housing Act of
1964 supports financing of projects for re-
habilitation, we see no need for the paid-up
taxpayers who have lived and financed their
share of the cities’ prosperity through some
50 and probably more years of hard-earned
money to be treated as nincompoops.

No one in project I approves of the park.

At one of the CCC meetings we attended
at Arnold School we pleaded for our homes
and opposed the park, which Is supposed to
be a need for Waller High.

Waller High has already acquired all the
land they need, which put about 500 people
out of their homes,

At this same meeting attended Principal
Ellenbogen and stated, “I heard your pleas
for your homes, I want to assure you, Waller
High has all the land they need. We do not
want your homes. It's funds we need to
operate our needs."

This is just a greedy scheme of the plan-
ners.

S0 In the name of justice, please Mr. Win-
MALL, help us retain our homes and free-
dom again.

Sincerely,
Mes. LEONE V. GUSMAN.
CHIcAGO, ILn., August 18, 1965.
Re: Project No. 1, urban renewal.
Hon. WiLriam B, WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

HonNoraABLE Sir: Section 307 Housing Act
of 1964 has been absolutely disregarded by
members of Urban Renewal, the Commission
and affillated organizations whenever the
matter is brought up for further advice and
consultation.

Rehabilitating in this area for the elderly
is a major problem in many instances and
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important under the present rigid codes, as
being enforced by the present administra-
tlon. Many family homes can be saved in
this area if the law was explained and en-
acted fully.

When the first views of urban renewal,
in the area known now as project No. 1,
became public through a map issued by a
local newspaper 5 years ago people were
stunned; as it was not classed as a slum
or blighted area.

Many people profited by the knowledge,
especially those affiliated with the various
groups, officers and their families con-
nected with the Lincoln Park Association.
Through smart promotors, homes were pur-
chased at low prices and rehabilitated and
resold or held as an investment because of
the close proximity to Project No. 1.

As a member of Lincoln central and part
owner of property here, I attended meetings
continuously (for 3 or 4 years monthly).
Very little information, if any, was ever
glven on the project. Meaningless programs
on film, lectures, and talks on various sub-
jects not related voting on any subject was
planned for small meetings controlled by
officers, their families and friends leaving
the few outsiders attending a losing wvote.
All in all urban renewal is simply an overall
blindfold for taking away from the poor
hardworking taxpayer his home, his health
and happiness something he had planned
for 50 or 60 years and his descendants also
planned on for their old age. This project
is the most heartless move, not being war-
ranted.

Sincerely for your success,
Mrs. EVELYN MERCIER CALLAHAN,

HUMAN INVESTMENT ACT OF 1965

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. LANGEN] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, I am
most happy to join with many of my col-
leagues in introducing a bill entitled “the
Human Investment Act of 1265.” I surely
agree that private enterprise, when given
the incentive, can conduct job training
more effectively, more efficiently, and
more dependably than can the Govern-
ment.

This bill would provide an employer
with a T-percent tax credit, within cer-
tain limitations, toward training and re-
training expenses for employees and
prospective employees.

The measure would enable an employ-
er to retrain any of his employees who
were about to be displaced by automa-
tion or mechanization, and it would en-
able him to train new employees for job
skills needed within that particular in-
dustry.

A substantial amount of our present
unemployment is not due to a lack of
available jobs, but due to a large portion
of our manpower being untrained in the
skills that are actually in serious demand
at any given moment.

This bill would work hand in hand
with the Manpower Development and
Training Act, providing on-the-spot
training in the industries where it is
needed. The two programs would com-
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plement each other and would lead to
greater utilization of our labor force. It
is, indeed, a human investment.

LIQUIDITY AND DEBT IN THE
AMERICAN ECONOMY

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. CurTIS] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, one of the
outstanding characteristics of the cur-
rent economic expansion is the rapid
growth in total liquid assets in the econ-
omy accompanied by a sharp rise in debt
obligations and a widespread concern
over the quality of credit being extended
today. These issues are discussed in an
intelligent and scholarly article by Her-
bert E. Neil, Jr., associate economist with
the Harris Trust & Savings Bank in
Chicago.

During the past 414 years, liquid assets
have grown by 40 percent or at the high-
est rate since World War II. The pub-
lie’s liquid assets rose as much from 1961
through 1964 as during the 12 previous
years.

It is this remarkable growth in liquid
assets which causes many economists to
see serious inflationary dangers in the
economy today. Altogether, liquid as-
sets and marketable securities total $1.1
trillion which could be quickly poured
into the spending stream. In a period
of high demand, any substantial con-
version of these assets to cash might very
well have inflationary consequences sim-
ilar to those which followed World War
II. It is interesting to note that prac-
tically all of the growing liquidity dur-
ing this period was concentrated in the
household sector of the economy. Cor-
porations are actually less liquid today
than they were in 1960.

Along with rising liquid assets goes
rising debt. Net public and private debt,
which advanced by 32 percent between
December 1960 and December 1964, to-
day totals $1.2 trillion.

The most dramatic growth has been
in the individual and noncorporate sec-
tor. Between 1960 and 1964, the debt
in this category rose by 46 percent. In-
dividual debt now is the largest com-
ponent of total debt. Consumer credit
has also risen sharply in the 4-year
period, having increased by $20 billion
or 37 percent.

The danger here is that a high volume
of debt could intensify a recession if
debtors are forced to curtail expenditures
in order to meet their payments during
a period of declining incomes. Individ-
ual indebtedness has advanced at a much
faster rate—46 percent—than disposable
personal income which is up only 25 per-
cent over the past 4 years. Repayments
of installment credit took 14.4 percent of
disposable personal income in the sec-
ond quarter of 1965. Many debtors, of
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course, hold substantial liquid assets, but
for many others this is not the case.

In diagnosing the state of the econ-
omy, I feel that the administration, as
well as many private economists, has
paid insufficient attention to liguidity
and debt. Mr. Neil's balanced article
makes a highly useful contribution to
our understanding of what has been hap-
pening in this important area, and I
include this article in the REcorp at this
point:

Liqguinity AND DEBT
(By Herbert E. Neil, Jr.)

Questions concerning the liquidity and
the debt position of the overall U.S. economy
and particular sectors within the economy
have been raised in recent months. Growth
in total liquld assets continues following
415 years of rapid expansion during the
longest peacetime advance in American busi-
ness activity. However, the liquidity of cor-
porations, inecluding financial institutions,
has declined relative to the sharp rise in bus-
iness liabilitles. At the same time, debt
obligations of consumers, businesses and
governments increased rapidly, leading to
considerable concern as to the quality of
credit being extended today. An analysis
of the sharp advance in the financial portion
of the Nation’s balance sheet, assets and
liabilities, will be pursued in this article
together with its implications for the future
economic health of the country.

I. LIQUID ASSET GROWTH

A 4l4-year economic advance, an expan-
sive monetary poliey, and higher saving rates
have led to an accelerated growth In liquid
assets since 1960. Rising incomes, aug-
mented on an after tax basis by the reduc-
tion in tax rates in 1964 and 1965, provided
individuals with increased purchasing power
to step up their saving. The Federal Re-
serve has steadily increased bank reserves
for 5 years, enabling commercial banks to
create additional deposits. At the same
time, banks and savings and loan associa-
tions encouraged the public to augment their
liquid assets through offering higher interest
and dividend rates, respectively. Moreover,
to the extent that depositors are attracted
to time as opposed to demand deposits the
commercial banks are able to accelerate de-
posit growth because of the lower reserve
requirements on the former,

A. Volume of new liquid assets

Ligquid asset growth during the past 415
years has been the most rapid since World
War II. Since the end of 1960, liquid assets
held by the public—currency, demand de-
posits, time deposits, savings and loan
shares, and U.S. Government savings
bonds—have advanced over $140 billion, 40
percent, to $5600 billion. The public’s liquid
assets in dollar terms rose as much in the 4
years, 1961 through 1964, as during the pre-
vious 12 years.

An acceleration in the expansion of coms-
mercial bank deposits has been primarily re-
sponsible for the recent 8 percent annual rate
of growth in liquid assets, twice the previous
postwar rate of advance. Demand deposits
and currency in the hands of the public in-
creased $18.3 billion from December 1960 to
December 1964, after showing a nominal $3.8
billion rise in the previous 4 years. Time
deposits of commercial banks registered a
dramatic advance—$54 billion, 74 percent,
from 1960 to 1964 versus $21.1 billion, 41 per-
cent, during the previous 4 years. The pub-
lic also accelerated the pace at which it in-
creased its holdings of mutual savings bank
time deposits from 21 to 35 percent, but the
dollar amount was small—$12.8 billlon—
relative to the commercial bank gain. Nearly
$40 billion of the ligquld asset growth between



24704

1960 and 1964 took the form of savings and
loan shares, but there was little change in the
percentage increase from the 1956-60 period,
64 percent compared with 67 percent. TU.S.
Government savings bonds in the hands of
the public went up $2.9 billion between 1960
and 1964 after declining $8.9 billlon from
1955 to 1960.

The sharp advance in time deposits at both
commercial and mutual savings banks in the
past 414 years reflects the higher rates
offered to savers by these institutions. More-
over, savings and loan associations increased
their dividend rates during the 1960-64
period in order to maintain their postwar
expansion in the face of the more intense
competition for savings from the banks.
Promotion of savings by banks and savings
and loan assoclations thus expanded the
savings market and accelerated the rate of
growth in liquid assets. Increases in savings
type accounts have occurred partially at the
expense of investment by individuals in cor-
porate bonds and stocks. Individuals show a
net disinvestment in corporate securities in
each of the last 3 years, as liquidation of
direct common stock holdings more than
offset net purchases of mutual funds.

Following a slackened rate of demand de-
posit growth in the late 1950's, commercial
banks pursued a more vigorous policy of seek-
ing new time deposits in the 1960’s. Indica-
tlve of the growing importance which time
deposits were to play in the 1960's was the
offering in early 1961 by several large com-
mercial banks in New York City of negotiable
time certificates of deposit in readily market-
able form to their corporate depositors.
Negotiable time certificates of deposits tripled
in 1961 alone from slightly over $1 billion
to $3.2 billion and then doubled again in
1862. Liberalization of regulation Q on Jan-
uary 1, 1962, which allowed commereial banks
to raise their rates on savings deposits from
3 percent to 4 percent for 1-year money and
to 315 percent for deposits of less than 1 year
sparked a record growth of $15.6 billion, 19
percent, in time deposits of commercial
banks in 1962. Mutual savings banks also
raised rates, increasing their time deposits
from a net inflow of $1.9 billlon in 1961 to
$3.1 billion in 1962. At the same time many
savings and loan assoclations across the
country upped their dividend rates so as to
maintain their growth rate during 1962 close
to the 14 percent pace of 1958 through 1961,

Lifting of the ceiling rate to 4 percent on
time deposits other than savings deposits
of 90-days to l-year maturity in July 1963,
led to a gain of nearly &4 billion in time
certificate of deposits in 1963 and a total
commercial bank time deposit growth of
#14.8 billion, only slightly under the record
1962 advance. Mutual savings banks and
savings and loan associations showed no
slackening in growth, as they recorded in-
creases of $3.3 billion deposits and $11.1
billlon shares, respectively, in 1963. A
further liberalization of regulation @ in
November 1964 permitted commercial banks
to pay 4 percent on all savings deposits, 414
percent on other time deposits of at least
90-day maturity and 4 percent on under 90-
day time certificates of deposit. Time de-
posits of commercial banks rose another
$14.2 billion in 1964, moderately under the
1962 and 1963 inflows. The dollar gain in
savings and loan shares also slackened
slightly in 1964, the first annual decline in
net inflow since 1857, from $11.1 billion to
$10.5 billion. However, mutual savings
banks registered a record gain in deposits
ig;* the third straight year, $4.2 billion in
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B. Economic implications of liquid asset
growth

The massive rise In liguld assets since
1960 has brought forth warnings from some
analysts as to the inflationary threat of a
40 percent expansion In liquid assets in the
last 414 years. Moreover, this increase does
not include a nearly 50 percent rise during
the same period in the value of marketable
securitles—U.S. Government obligations
other than savings bonds, State and local
government debt instruments, and corpo-
rate bonds and stocks—of individuals largely
due to rising stock prices. With over $400
billion of liquid assets and nearly $700 billion
of marketable securities—mostly ligquid—in
thelr portfolios, individuals could transfer
a large volume of asset holdings quickly into
the spending stream. The sharp rise in
liguid assets during World War II no doubt
contributed to the consumer spending spree
following the war which in turn abetted
inflation when price controls were dis-
continued,

Inflationary pressure generated from the
liquid asset expansion of recent years, how-
ever, is far less acute than in the latter half
of the 1940’s, No backlog of unfilled needs
for consumer goods, especially durables,
exists today as was the case in 1945 after 15
years of curtailed purchases. Most manu-
facturers are steadily adding to their capac-
ity for future needs and could increase pro-
duction if demand were to rise. In contrast,
the problems of reconversion, obsolete plants,
and a shortage of labor limited the supply
of goods which manufacturers could produce
to fill the insistent demands of consumers
in the immediate postwar period. Prices
were forced up as individuals attempted to
buy a limited supply of commodities with
their rising incomes and large liquid asset
holdings. In the 4-year period, December
1960 to December 1964, while liquid assets
were rising sharply consumer prices ad-
vanced only 1.2 percent per year compared
with an annual increase of 2.1 percent during
the previous 5 years. The somewhat faster
upward movement in consumer prices this
spring reflects sharply higher food prices
associated with reduced supplies of a num-
ber of farm commodities.

Liquid asset growth is spurred by increases
in the number of both high income and
older people. As shown in Table 1, liquid
assets rise at a faster rate than income, with
epending units receiving incomes of over
$15,000 typlcally holding checking accounts,
savings accounts, and U.S. savings bonds in
excess of $5,000, Familles with incomes of
$15,000 and over advanced dramatically be-
tween 1960 and 1964, from 3.7 percent to 6.3
percent of all U.S. families (excluding spend-
ing units headed by a single person). More-
over, the $10,000 to $15,000 income families
increased to 16.2 percent of all families in
1964 from 10.6 percent in 1960. Since fam-
ilies with incomes of $10,000 and over have
been the fastest growing income classes, a
ready market for liquid assets has been avall-
able to savings institutions. Although
their incomes are generally lower, spending
units headed by persons 65 or older typically
hold nearly three times as many liquid assets
as the average spending unit. In the age
category 45 to 64 these assets generally run 60
to 70 percent above the average for the Na-
tion. Both of the older age groups increased
in number between 1960 and 1965, with the
45 to 64 population group up from 36.2 mil-
lion to 39 million and the 65 or over class
from 16.7 million to over 18.1 million. Assets
in the hands of higher income and older in-
dividuals pose less of an inflationary threat
because of the strong willingness of these
people to invest their funds in this form.
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TasrE 1—Liquid asset holdings by income

and age groups, 1963
Percentage | Median
distribu- lquid
tion assels

5 0

11 0

11 £75

9 160

10 330

10 255

14 465

14 880

12 1,485

4 5, 375

100 440

11 145

18 256

21 450

18 710

16 765

18 1,215

100 440

Nore.—Liquid assets include checking accounts,
?Jnviggs accounts, and nonmarketable U.B. savings
onds.

Bource: University of Michigan Survey Research
Center.

Large liquid asset holdings which could be
injected into the spending stream initiating
an inflatlon are conversely a positive force
in times of cyclical downturns., Individuals
owning bank deposits, savings and loan
shares, and U.S. savings bonds can easily
liquidate these assets if their incomes de-
cline and maintain a previous level of ex-
penditures. Individual portfolios of liguid
assets of approximately $410 billlon today
are equal to nearly 1 year of disposable per-
sonal income, $455 billion. Compared with
a liquid asset/income ratio of over 90 percent
today, the ratio was 83 percent at the time
of the last recession in 1960. Liquid assets
thus provide a rather important stabilizing
factor limiting the magnitude of a decline
through their favorable effect on consumer
spending.

C. Illiquidity in the midst of record liquid
assets

While individuals have accumulated liquid
assets at a record pace durlng the past 414
years, business has not participated to any
great extent in this phenomenon. Practi-
cally all of the growing liquidity during this
period was concentrated in the household
sector of the economy. In fact, corporate
liquid assets advanced at a much slower pace
than corporate sales, profits, physical assets,
or financial assets. Corporations are thus
less liquid today than they were in 1960
when the rapid expansion in liquid assets
commenced. In particular, bank loans ex-
panded at an unprecedented rate for such
an extensive period. Concern as to the li-
quidity of commercial banks, which con=-
tributed so significantly to the growth in
liquid assets of individuals, reflects recent
trends in bank portfolios.

Despite the sharp increase in time certifi-
cates of deposits clted earlier, corporations
have added little to their total liquid assets
since 1960. Time deposits of corporations
increased over $11 billion in the 4 years
1961-64 from & nominal $2.3 billion, but
corporate holdings of currency and demand
deposits have been unchanged. Moreover,
nonfinancial corporations sold on net $1.5
billion of their $20 billion portfolio of U.S.
Government securities last year following 3
years of nominal variatlon. Corporations
own fewer Government securities than at any
time since 1950. Total ligquid assets—cur-
rency, demand deposits, time deposits, and
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U.S. Government securities—of nonfinanecial
corporations thus grew only $10.4 billion be-
tween the end of 1960 and the end of 1964.
Meanwhile, other financial assets—primarily
receivables, finance paper, foreign portfolio
investments, and foreign currency holdings—
rose nearly $60 billion and physical assets by
$36 billion after deducting depreciation.
Financlal assets of nonfinancial corporations
doubled between 1954 and 1964 but liguid
assets advanced only 26 percent. Liquid
assets comprised 2414 percent of total finan-
cial assets at the end of 1964 compared with
28 percent 4 years earller and 57 percent at
the end of 1945.

A similar trend of decreasing liquidity is
evident among manufacturing companies
within the corporate sector of the economy.
Total cash and U.S. Government securities
amounted to only 8.8 percent of total assets
of manufacturing corporations during the
first quarter of 1965, a marked decline from
9.9 percent only a year earlier and 19.1 per-
cent in early 1950. The steady decline in
the liquidity ratio of nonfinancial corpora-
tlons during the last 15 years reflects in-
creased relative investment in receivables
and fixed assets. Corporations are currently
devoting an increasing proportion of their
avallable resources to assets directly related
to their prime business activities rather than
to the financial markets. General economic
prosperity during the past 15 years has les-
sened fears of a major contraction in busi-
ness and encouraged firms to invest in non-
Hquid assets where returns are typically
higher.

Commercial banks, like nonfinancial cor-
porations, are today concentrating their re-
sources to a greater extent in their prime
business activity and placing less emphasis
on liquidity. Thus, banks have accelerated
thelr lending to businesses and consumers
and devoted less of their portfolios to securi-
tles, While total loans and investments of
commercial banks went up 8 percent per
year, between the end of 1960 and the end of
1964, loans, excluding interbank loans, ad-
vanced at an annual rate of 10 percent.
Moreover, loan growth accelerated further in
the first half of 1965 as banks experienced a
strong contraseasonal expansion of loan de-
mand. Loans made up 621, percent of total
commercial bank investable portfolios at the
end of last year compared with 5814 percent 4
years earlier, and exceeded 6414 percent by
mid-1965.

At the same time that loans rose as a per-
centage of bank portfolios, the new loans ex-
tended by banks were longer term and pre-
sumably less liguid. Between the end of
1960 and the end of 1964, mortgage loans of
commerclal banks increased 52.7 percent, a
faster rate of growth than for all bank loans.
Moreover, conventional residential mortgage
loans advanced 62 percent during the 4-year
period while the more marketable FHA-in-
sured and VA-guaranteed mortgages held by
commercial banks rose only 15 percent. The
traditional type of borrowing from commer-
cial banks, short-term business loans, is
playing a smaller role in the present lending
activities.

Further evidence of decreasing bank
Hquidity is apparent from an examination
of the investments of commercial banks.
U.8. Government securities held by com-
merclal banks have fluctuated during the
last 415 years but show no upward trend.
Compared with the end of 1954, banks hold
over $10 billion, 15 percent, fewer U.S. Gov-
ernment securities today, while their port-
folios of other securities, predominantly less
readily marketable municipals, are up $25%%
billion, over 150 percent. Moreover, within
the U.S. Government total, commercial
banks in recent years have been increasing
their investments in bonds of over 5 years
maturities and cutting back sharply on their
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shorter term Governments. Mutual savings
banks display a similar pattern of increasing
mortgage commitments relative to securities
during the postwar period.

Recent illiquidity trends of financial in-
stitutions, as evidenced by rising loan/in-
vestment ratios and a declining relative im-
portance of U.S. Governments, could be
viewed as increased vulnerability to future
problems assoclated with loan repayments.
However, the phenomenon can also be inter-
preted as more aggressive lending and in-
vesting policies designed to Increase rates of
return on portfolios. In following such
policies banks, in particular, are channeling
funds to many businesses and consumers
who would not have been extended loans in
the past. Financial institutions are thus
contributing to the present business expan=
sion by performing a greater lending role in
today's economy.

II. A DEBTOR ECONOMY

Concurrent with the rapid growth In
liquid assets of the economy during the last
415 years has been an equally large rise in
debt. This is hardly surprising since debts
are the source of earnings for the financial
institutions which provided the liquid asset
expansion. Banks and savings and loan
assocliations were obliged to seek outlets for
the great inflow of funds attracted by higher
interest and dividend rates. Acting as in-
termediaries, they have performed the func-
tion of placing the funds of savers in the
hands of borrowers, Since the earning
assets of financial institutions are predomi-
nantly loans, debts necessarily rose in tan-
dem with liquid assets. Concern has been
voiced as to the sharp increase in the volume
and quality of debt, however, since a weak
debt structure would impair the value of
liquid assets offered by the financial
institutions.

A. The volume of debt

The dollar amount of net public and pri-
vate debt—excluding Federal debt held by
Federal agencles, State and local government
debt in the portfolios of other non-Federal
governments, and corporate debt of afill-
ated companies—in the economy today is
approximately $1.2 trillion. Moreover, the
rate of rise in debt has accelerated during
the present business expansion. Net debt
advanced $281.5 billion, 32 percent, between
the end of 1960 and the end of 1964, com-
pared with $182.7 billion, 26 percent, In the
previous 4 years. Private debt accounted
for 82 percent of the 1960-64 increase, rising
39 percent during these 4 years. In the
public sector State and local government ob-
ligations advanced 42 percent, but Federal
Government debt increased only 11 percent
between 1960 and 1964.

Individual and noncorporate debt has pro-
vided the dramatic growth in debt of the
past 414, years. Between 1960 and 1964 this
category rose over $130 billion, 46 percent, an
acceleration from the $79 billion, 38 percent
gain of the previous 4 years. By 1962 indi-
vidual and noncorporate debt exceeded to-
tal public debt for the first time since 1935
when Federal debt was rising rapidly during
the great depression. Individual debt sur-
passed corporate debt in 1963 and has now
become the largest component of debt, Non-
farm mortgages paced the 1960-64¢ debt ex-
pansion, advancing 49 percent, with mort-
gages on apartments and commercial prop-
erty up 80 percent in the 4-year period.
The sharp increase in mortgage debt against
apartments reflected the phenomenal gain
in multifamily residential building, Private
nonfarm housing units started in multi-
family buildings during 1963 and 19684 were
over 115 percent higher than in 1959 and
1960.

An B-percent annual rate of advance in
mortgages secured by single family homes
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during the 1960's, however, Is somewhat sur-
prising In view of the lower rate of new
units started. Private nonfarm single fam-
ily home starts declined sharply from over
1.2 milllon units in 1959 to under 1 milllon
in each of the first 5 years of the 1960's.
Construction of more expensive homes In
the last 5 years than in the 1950’s partially
accounts for the growing mortgage debt on
single family homes, but a willingness on
the part of financial Institutions to make
larger loans on new and existing houses pro-
vides a more fundamental explanation, Low-
er downpayments and longer terms have
raised the size of mortgages relative to home
values on new homes, while refinancing fol-
lowing sales of used houses and increases
in mortgage balances of homeowners to fl-
nanece nonhousing expenditures such as dur-
able goods, education, and travel boosted
mortgages on exlsting homes.

The other category of Iindividual debt
which shows a large increase in the cur-
rent business expansion is consumer credit.
It climbed over $20 billion, 37 percent,
between the end of 1960 and the end of 1064.
In the previous 4-year period consumer credit
advanced $13%; billlon, 82 percent. Out-
standing installment credit rose at an annual
rate of 10 percent during the 3 years 1962
through 1964. Moreover, due to record auto-
mobile sales consumer credit extensions
accelerated further in the first half of 1965.
Not since the immediate postwar years,
1945-50, have consumers added to their out-
standing indebtedness at such a fast pace for
as long as 314 years.

Corporate debt rose 3214 percent in the
last 4 years, only modestly faster than the
1956-60 increase of 30l percent. However,
corporations continued to make increased
use of long-term debt—maturity of at least
1 year—in recent years. At the end of 1951
long-term issues made up only 41 percent
of total corporate debt, but by the end of
last year this percentage had reached 47
percent. The more rapid growth of long-
term debt reflects the substitution of bonds
and other long-term debt for new stock
issues. During the 4 years, 1961-64, sales
of stock provided corporations with only
£10.1 billion of funds while bonds and other
long-term debt supplied $37.2 billion.
Stocks comprised a larger portion of external
financing in the 1957-60 period—$13.8 bil-
lion compared with $28.3 billion of long-term
debt., Debt financing has a tax advantage
over stock issues since interest costs are de-
ductible. To the extent that corporations
secure long-term funds through the sale of
bonds rather than stock, the corporate debt
figures are augmented while stock in the
hands of the public rises more slowly. In
both instances the corporation secures funds
from outside sources, but the legal relation-
ship between the corporation and supplier
of finance differs,

B. Distribution and burden of debl

Although the recent rapid growth of debt
is high by historical standards and exceeds
increases in most other economic series, the
burden of the obligations to the particular
debtors who receive the credit is probably
more crucial to the proper functioning of
the economy. If the individuals, businesses,
and governments that took on the added
debt are enjoying rising incomes or had
modest debt initially, there is little danger
in the record total of obligations. Con-
versely, if the debtors are likely to become
overburdened by repayments in the near
future, losses to creditors could rise sharply
and in turn put a damper on the extension
of new loans and further economic expan-
sion. A high volume of debt could inten-
sify a recession if debtors are forced to cur-
tail expenditures in order to meet their pay-
ments during a period of declining incomes.
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.However, the repayment burden of debt has
not been a contributing factor to the mild
economic contractions of the postwar period.

Government debt poses no problem from
the credit standpoint as long as tax revenues
are sufficient to service the obligations or
maturing debt can be readily sold to willing
buyers. The Federal Government is in a
rather unique situation since the Federal
Reserve could be expected to purchase Gov-
ernment obligations which the public was
unwilling to hold at interest rates or a rate
of monetary expansion consistent with eco-
nomic policy. In effect, the central bank
stands ready to buy a sufficient quantity of
Government securities to pursue its monetary
policy of encouraging noninfiationary eco-
nomic growth. From a tax standpoint the
potential revenue source of the Federal Gov-
ernment, national income, has been rising at
a much faster rate than its debt since World
War II. From a postwar low in 1948 net
Federal debt advanced only 23 percent by the
end of 1864 while national income rose 127
percent in the 16-year interval. Moreover,
because the Federal Government relies to
such a great extent upon the progressive in-
dividual income tax its potentlal revenue
source climbs at a faster rate than national
income. As an example, between 1954 and
1963 at the same time that personal income
rose 60 percent Federal Government personal
tax receipts advanced 78 percent.

State and local governments are not in as
favorable position as the Federal Government
since their expenditures and debts have been
rising at a much faster pace, their taxable
income base does not automatically expand
as rapidly as income, and no residual buyer,
such as the Federal Reserve, stands ready to
purchase their bonds. Spending and debt
of State and local governments have doubled
every T or 8 years since 1948 while national
income doubled in approximately 13}, years.
Additionally, property and sales taxes which
make up over 50 percent of State and local
government revenue do not generally ad-
vance in line with income unless rates are
raisec. HRetall sales, which provide the pri-
mary base for general sales taxes, required
16 years to double due to increased prefer-
ence for services on the part of consumers
during the postwar period. However, a rapid
expansion of State and local government debt
is sustainable as long as incomes continue to
rise and taxpayers are willing to vote tax in-
creases to finance the repayment of the debt.
Reductions in Federal tax rates, such as the
income and excise tax cuts of the past 2
years, In providing a larger disposable per-
sonal income tax base, can be expected to aid
State and local governments in securing fu-
ture revenue.

Turning to the private economy, the abil-
ity of corporations to handle their rising
debt of the past 4 years appears to be quite
satisfactory on a gross basis. Total corpo-
rate debt rose just under one-third between
1960 and 1964 while corporate profits after
taxes advanced 66 percent and were up near-
ly 80 percent from the last quarter of 1960
during the first half of this year. The re-
cent improvement in the relationship be-
tween profits and debt is a reversal of the
trend during the 1950's. Corporate profits
after taxes were slightly lower in 1960 than
‘in 1850 while corporate debt more than
doubled, with long-term debt up over 130
percent.

As pointed out earller, corporations have
relied to o greater extent in recent years on
debt financing than on stock issues in
meeting their long-term needs. This is re-
flected in a decrease In the percentage of
stockholders’ equity in manufacturing cor-
porations from 65.8 percent in the first quar-
ter of 1061 to 62,2 percent in the initial
quarter of this year. An analysis of the im-
portance of liabilities by size of manufac-
turing corporation shows an increase in the
percentage of liabilities between 1961 and
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1965 for each asset size class (table 2). The
largest advances in relative liabilities oc-
curred among small manufacturers with
assets of $1 to $25 million and the large
corporations of over $1 billion. In the case
of the latter, the rise is from a percentage
well below the average for all manufacturing
companies. Trade accounts payable and
long-term loans from banks and other lend-
ers are responsible for the sharp increase in
liabilities of the smaller manufacturers, sug-
gesting increased willingness on the part of
suppliers and lenders to extend credit to
small businesses. The high liability per-
centage of manufacturing corporations with
assets under $5 million might suggest po-
tentlal danger, but the small companies have
also enjoyed the sharpest increase in profits
during the recent economic expansion.
Thus, it appears that the substantial debt
incurred by smaller manufacturers is credit-
worthy in a period of high profits, but
could cause problems in the event of a re-
cesslon.

TasLE 2.—Liabiliiies as a percentage of total
linbilities and stockholders’ equity of man-
ufacturing corporations by asset size, 1st
gquarter 1961 and 1965

st 1st
Asset size quarter| quarter

1961 1065
468.5 48.7
31.5 42,2
3L.6 38.8
32.3 38.8
82.7 36. 6
34.5 3T.7
36.0 30.1
37.6 40,7
27.4 3.9
.2 37.8

Source: Federal Trade Commission, Becurities and
Exchange Commission.

Individual indebtedness has unquestion-
ably advanced at a much faster rate than
disposable personal income in the last few
years, with the former up 46 percent and
income only 25 percent higher in late 1964
than 4 years earlier. Installment credit ex-
tensions advanced from 14.2 percent of dis-
posable personal income in 1960 to 15.3 per-
cent in 1964 and have recently exceeded 16
percent. At the same time, the repayment
burden of installment credit rose to 14 per-
cent in 1964 after holding just under 138 per-
cent during the 1956-59 period. Repay-
ments ran 14,4 percent of disposable personal
income in the second quarter of 19656. How-
ever, the percentage of families for whom
the repayment burden is especially high—
over 20 percent of disposable income—has re-
mained at approximately 10 percent since the
mid-fifties, It is also apparent that a siz-
able number of debtors hold substantial
liquid assets. Based upon a 1963 study by
the Survey Research Center of the University
of Michigan, 51 percent of the spending units
with liquid assets of $500 to $2,000 had in-
stallment debt and 24 percent with liguid
assets of over $2,000 were paying on install-
ment contracts. Finally, despite the rise in
total installment credit, delinquency rates
are virtually unchanged from 4 years ago.

Income and age characteristics of the pop-
ulation suggest that debt as well as liquid
assets will continue to advance rapidly during
the next 5 years. At income levels under
$15,000, installment debt is positively related
to income (table 3). The percentage of fami-
lies incurring installment debt increases up
to the 87,500 income level, and the average
amount of outstanding debt per family con-
tinues to rise to at least an income of §15,000.

Installment debt is concentrated among
spending units in which the head is under 55
years of age. Dollar obligations are heaviest
in the youngest age group, 18-24. A contrib-
uting factor to the expansion of installment
debt in the 1960's has been a 4-million, 25

September 22, 1965

percent, rise in the number of young people
between the ages of 18 and 24 during the
past 6 years. This group which borrows
heavily despite below-average incomes will
increase 414 million between 1965 and 1970.
Consequently, the age characteristics of the
American population appear to be conducive
to substantial further growth in installment
debt.
C. Implications of debt expansion

Although fundamental age and income
characteristics have contributed to the de-
mand for debt, the prime stlmulus to a
faster rate of debt expansion since 1960 can
probably be attributed to an increased sup-
ply of debt offered by financial institutions,
particularly commercial banks. A combina-
tion of rising banks reserves supplied by the
Federal Reserve and attractive rates on time
deposits, which carry lower reserve require-
ments than demand deposits, enabled com-
mercial banks to expand their loan portfolios
substantially. The result has been an in-
creased relative role of commercial banks
in providing both liquid assets and debt to
the public. Moreover, the enhanced role of
commercial banks In the saving-lending
arena is no doubt stimulating competing
financial institutions to introduce new tech-
nigques for attracting funds and for then
lending the additional funds in their cus-
tody. In short, the financial community is
doing a better job of bringing savers and
borrowers together today than 5 years ago
and will probably attempt to improve on this
performance during the last half of the
1960's.

Due to the larger role played by financial
intermediaries today, the total of both fi-
nancial assets and debt obligations of the
public has risen faster than real production
since 1960. Equity ownership of both busi-
ness and consumer assets plays a less im-
portant role now than formerly. The finan-
cial institutions are performing their special-
ized function of providing financing to cons«
sumers and businesses to a greater extent
while the latter devote their resources to
nonfinancial activities. This type of special-
ization is a stimulus to economic expansion
and at the same time improves the efficiency
of the economy.

TasLE 3.—Installment debt outstanding by
income and age groups, 1964

Percent Median
with installment
installment| debtof
debt debtors
Family income:
nder §3,000. a7 $270
$3,000 to $4,900. 45 545
£5,000 to $7,490. .. 50 645
£7,500 to $9, 58 845
$10,000 to $14,909. 56 1. 045
$15,000 or more 39 (0]
All spending units. ... 47 655
60 810
68 685
50 710
53 655
36 710
12 ®
47 666

1 T'go few cases to estimate medians.

. Source: University of Michigan Burvey R h
Center,

_ Benefits to the economy from the financial
growth of the last 5 years are not without
possible dangers, however. With the rapid
expansion of both liguid assets and debt, &
smaller relative share of investment is sup-
plied directly by owners.. The liquid asset
holders of today expect: prompt conversion
of their clalms when desired rather than a
more uncertain longer run return associated
with equity investment. Thus, it is cruclal
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to the enhanced role of financlal intermedi-
aries that their liabilities—liquid assets of
the public—be supported by loans which are
creditworthy—will be repaid under terms of
the contracts. Financial institutions must
not sharply reduce the quality of their loans
in order to augment their role in the econ-
omy.

Although the quality of a particular loan
must be judged by the financial intermedi-
ary making the loan, overall loan quality is
largely a reflection of the state of the econ-
omy. A turndown in business will suddenly
increase the likelihood of default on loans
because of reduced incomes. With larger
loans relative to real output, the impact of a
recession upon loan repayments is likely to
be more severe than in the past. Therefore,
it is Imperative that monetary policy be con-
ducted in a manner which leads to economic
expansion in a noninflationary setting. Since
1960 the Federal Reserve has pursued an en-
lightened policy consistent with steady busi-
ness growth., However, with the Increased
importance of financial institutions, and es-
pecially commercial banks, central bank ac-
tions become even more erucial to the econ-
omy. Federal Reserve policy directly affects
commercial bank portfolios and hence in-
fluences a larger proportion of the Nation’s
loans today than in the 19560's. Liquid assets
and debts can continue to expand without
adverse effects as long as a judiclous mone-
tary policy is pursued. Individual financial
institutions are responsible for the quality of
the loans they extend at a given time, but
the overall setting for loans reflects the state
of the economy which is strongly influenced
by monetary policy.

A BILL TO ESTABLISH U.S. LABOR
COURT

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, today I
have introduced a bill, H.R. 11217, which
would abolish the National Labor Rela-
tions Board and establish in its place a
15-man U.S. Labor Court, similar in
many respects to the U.S. Tax Court.

Judges of the Labor Court would serve
for 20 years, except that the original ap-
pointees would serve staggered terms.
The bill provides for appointment by
the Labor Court of 90 U.S. court com-
missioners, who would have to be lawyers
to assume the duties of trial examiners
who now hear cases for the NLRB.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the National
Labor Relations Act should be inter-
preted by a judicial body that would not
be subject to continuing day-to-day po-
litical and special interest pressures.

At the present time NLRB members
are appointed for 6-year terms. Two
of the five members of the present Board
are not even lawyers.

Instead of operating as a court, it is
apparent that the NLRB now looks upon
itself as a policymaking body. Too
often, in my opinion, the NLRB under-
takes to write the labor laws instead of
exercising the restraint of a judicial
body with the limited function of inter-
preting laws made by Congress in ac-
cordance with the intent of Congress.
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I would like to point out that my bill
generally follows recommendations
which have been made by the Ameri-
can Bar Association.

Mr. Speaker, I would not contend that
this bill in its present form is necessarily
the perfect answer. However, I am con-
fident that it points in the right direction
toward reforms that are sorely needed.

MR. TURKIEWICZ RETURNS FROM
POLAND

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. DuLski]l may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, just re-
cently Mr, Stanley P. Turkiewicz re-
turned to the United States from Poland
where he was the chief of American Re-
lief for Poland—ARP—for 215 years.
Mr. Turkiewicz and his lovely wife are
natives of Buffalo, N.Y.

On September 9, 1965, one of our local
weekly newspapers, the Ampol Eagle, in-
cluded an article covering its interview
with Mr. Turkiewicz on his stay in Po-
land. I was particularly interested in
his comment concerning the reaction of
the people in Poland with respect to
Postmaster General Gronouski’s ap-
pointment as our Ambassador.

The article follows:

Mg. anp Mgs. STanpLEY P. TurREIEWICZ RE-
TURN FrOM POLAND AFTER 2 YEARS

Mr. Stanley P. Turklewicz, of 194 Town-
send Street, returned last Friday night from
his 214 -year stay in Poland where he admin-
istered as chief of American Relief for Poland
(ARP). !

Turkiewicz, 68, a former Buffalo city li-
cense director, and former editor of Polish
Everybody’s Dalily at Buffalo, administered
in Poland a food-medicine relief program
subsidized by the U.S. Government.

Accompanied by his wife, Wanda, Turkle-
wicz was met at the Greater Buffalo Inter-
national Airport by their three sons, Rich-
ard S., of 20 Holly Street, Eugene, of 54
Schreck Avenue, and Stanley, of the Town-
send Street address.

ARP, a private organization with U.S.
headquarters in Chicago, annually distrib-
uted food worth $500,000 to needy in schools,
children’s institutions, and hospitals. Tur-
kiewicz also added that ARP contributed
medicine and medical surgical apparatus.

Mr. Turkiewicz noted that the people are
very grateful for the work of ARP. In ad-
dition ARP makes sure that donations are
properly distributed, only to the needy, and
that recipient institutions know the goods
came from Ameriea.

ARP launched its ald program in 1858.
Distribution in Poland is made on a county
basis from Warsaw headquarters.

IMPRESSION REVEALED

Turkiewicz noted that the “Polish people
are friendly and outgoing to the American
people.” From his 21, years’ stay he ob-
served that every fourth person in Poland
has some relative living in America.

Concerning the Polish youth he reported
that education is not limited to  the
wealthy. “Good scholastic standing and an
earnest desire to learn is all that is re-
quired of any ambitious student,” Mr. Tur-
kiewlcz sald.
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Mr., Turkiewicz was very impressed with
the high standard of Polish culture preva-
lent in Poland. “The arts are booming. Al-
most any time one can go to an opera or a
concert for less than $1. There are many
theaters and anyone interested attends.”

FAITH ALIVE

“Although you might not expect it, be-
cause of communism,” Mr. Turkiewicz con-
tinued, “the churches are jammed full.
There are not so many pews as in our
churches perhaps, and the people stand in
the back and stand outside on the sidewalk
for the services.”

He said the recent appointment of John
A, Gronouski, former Postmaster General, as
Ambassador to Poland has pleased its citi-
zens immensely.

A Buffalo native, Turkiewicz was presi-
dent of the Polish Roman Catholic Union of
America from 1958-62. Turkiewicz felt at
home in Poland since he speaks the language
fluently and has relatives all over the coun-~
try. His wife is the daughter of the late
Joseph Slisz, an organizer of the newspaper
her husband editored for 15 years.

REPUBLIC OF MALI

Mr, JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. FaArNUM] may eX-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. FARNUM. Mr. Speaker, this is
the anniversary of the day in 1960 when
Sudan proclaimed itself the Republic
of Mali. This name, Mali, is a proud
one in African history for in its greatest
era, around the year 1300, the Kingdom
of Mali extended as far as Timbuktu
and Gao.

The philosophy of Mali’s ruling party,
the Union Sudannaise, is that national
unity within the framework of a single
party is necessary to realize the eco-
nomic and social development of the
country.

The government has therefore en-
deavored to diversify its international
contacts, while maintaining a basic pol-
icy of neutrality. Meanwhiie it has
worked to strengthen its relations with
its neighbors.

I am sure all Members of this honor-
able body wish to see Mali achieve its
aspirations in harmony with other de-
veloping nations of Africa, and I am per-
sonally happy that we have been able
to provide this important nation with
modest amounts of grant aid and de-
velopment loans.

I am happy today to extend greetings
on Mali's Independence Day to President
Mobido Keita, to the Minister of State
Jean-Marie Kone, to Ousman Ba who
is the minister-delegate charged under
the presidency with foreign affairs and
to the others charged with major re-
sponsibility in this vital area of Africa.

JEWISH COMMUNITY COUNCIL OF
GREATER WASHINGTON

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the gentleman

from New York [Mr. BingHAM] may ex-



24708

tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I have
been struck by the fact that so many
organizations in Washington which are
directly concerned with community wel-
fare are strong supporters of home rule
for Washington. This can only mean
that groups which year after year have
attempted to deal with the many prob-
lems that face this growing metropolitan
center, have been brought by the facts
of life to the conclusion that these prob-
lems can be adequately met only through
a government responsible to the people
who elect it.

Following is a statement supporting
home rule made by Mr. Seymour D.
Wolf, first vice president, on behalf of
the Jewish Community Counecil of
Greater Washington, which speaks for
132 member organizations:

The Jewish Community Council of Greater
Washington is a volunteer assoclation of 132
organizations, synagogues and Iinstitutions
in the Greater Washington area, devoted to
community planning, research, education,
and community relations. The welfare of
the people of the District of Columbia, and
their freedom and opportunity to live a dig-
nified human life with the full exercise of
their God-given rights and the rights guar-
anteed in our Constitution, are a major con-
cern of the Jewish Community Council.

Because of this deep concern, the Jewish
Community Council of Greater Washington
strongly supports the principle of home rule
for the District of Columbia. The continued
denial of home rule to the residents of this
city deprives them of elementary rights guar-
anteed to all Americans, robs them of one of
the most important elements of human dig-
nity in a democracy, namely the right to
vote for those who govern so large a part of
their lives. We consider that the Congress
of the United States has a moral responsibil-
ity to pass a home rule bill to restore to the
citizens of the District the dignity of the
franchise through which they can choose
who will govern them.,

We believe effective home rule legislation
is long overdue. Such legislation should
permit the delegation by Congress of maxi-
mum self-determination to the citizens of
the District of Columbia over their local af-
fairs, and at the same time, protect the in-
terest, and recognize the responsibility, of
every citizen of the United States in his
Capltal City.

‘We support 8. 1118, passed by the Senate
in July, as fulfilling these requirements.
Congress can, under the provisions of this
bill, maintain its authority over the District
as provided in the Constitution, and also
free itself of the time-consuming details of
purely local problems.

The Jewish Community of Greater Wash-
ington therefore respectfully urges that the
committee report out S, 1118 as promptly as
possible.

METROPOLITAN DADE COUNTY,
FLA, SUPPORTS H.R. 10513, 10514,
AND 10515
Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the gentleman

from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, Speaker, overhead
power transmission lines are one of the
major challenges to our efforts to pre-
serve the natural beauty of this Nation.
An ever-increasing number of power cor-
ridors is encroaching upon our dwindling
open space; unsightly steel towers and
high-voltage lines threaten a growing
number of the finest residential com-
munities with defacement and devalua-
tion.

But the threat of these lines is not only
to beauty. Overhead transmission lines
are particularly vulnerable to storms and
other disasters. The recent hurricane
which devastated Florida and particular-
ly the southern part of my State, includ-
ing my district and that of my colleague
DanTE B. FasceLL, and the Guilf Coast
States, knocked down hundreds of these
powerlines, In the process, whole re-
gions were deprived of electric service at
a time when the need was most urgent,
and the whipping, charged high-voltage
wires added still another danger to the
lives of the embattled citizens. One of
the deaths in Dade County, from Hurri-
cane Betsy, was attributed to electrocu-
tion from fallen powerlines.

This is no criticism of the utilities
serving the area. They deserve nothing
but the highest praise for the herculean
task of cleaning up and restoring service.
But it does seem incredible to me that we
should have to wrestle with this problem
time and time again. How can it be that
we, in the middle of the 20th century,
should be capable of reaching the moon
and harnessing the power of the atom
and still use essentially the same tech-
niques for transmitting power that were
used when electricity was first developed
for commercial use?

Mr. Speaker, it is indeed a privilege
and honor to have as a friend and col-
league, Congressman RicHarDp L. OTTING-
ER, of New York. Even though a novice,
he has made an outstanding record for
himself. Mr. OrTiNGER has introduced
three important bills which will help us to
deal with this problem—H.R. 10513,
10514, and 10515. The research and
demonstration projects and the tax in-
centives for private utilities provided in
these measures should give strong im-
petus to underground installations and
help us make up for the time we have
lost through inaction.

Not only do I support these bills, but I
can report a growing enthusiasm and de-
mand for action throughout my distriet.

Recently the Board of County Commis-
sioners of Dade County expressed the
strong feelings of the citizens of this
thriving and populous Florida metro-
politan center by adopting a unanimous
resolution endorsing the Ottinger bills.
I am pleased to present this excellent
statement for the RECORD:

MeTtrOPOLITAN DapE County, FrLa.,

OFFICE oF COUNTY ATTORNEY,
Miami, Fla., September 16, 1965.
Hon, RICHARD L. OTTINGER,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeEArR REPRESENTATIVE OTTINGER: Enclosed

is a certified copy of resolution No. 11120,

September 22, 1965

adopted at the county commission meeting,
September 13, 1965, endorsing in principle
H.R. 10513, 10514, and 10515.

We appreciate the speedy manner in which
you provided us with the bills you intro-
duced in the House of Representatives on
which we based the contents of our res-
olution.

We will follow the progress of your bills
as we are interested in the final outcome.

Again, thank you for your cooperation
and courtesy.

Very truly yours,
JoAN ODELL FRANSELLA,
Assistant County Attorney.
Enclosure.

“RESOLUTION 11120

“Resolution endorsing in principle HR.
10613, 10514, and 10515, authorizing a pro-
gram of research regarding overhead elec-
tric transmission lines, to encourage use of
underground transmission of electrical
power, and to amend the Internal Revenue
Code to provide tax credit for certain
underground electrical transmission lines
“Whereas H.R. 10513, 10514, and 10515 have

been introduced in the House of Representa=
tives by the Honorable RicHARD L. OTTINGER,
26th District, New York, to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to conduct a pro-
gram of research regarding overhead trans-
mission lines and the effect of such lines on
health and welfare, community planning and
zoning, and real estate values and tax reve-
nues; and to authorize a further program of
research and development to encourage use
of underground transmission of electrical
power, and to undertake projects to evaluate
the economical and technical feasibility of
such transmission, and to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1854 to provide for an
amortization deduction and an increased tax
credit for certain wunderground -electrical
transmission lines; and

“Whereas the people of Dade County have
long favored the placement of powerlines
underground, not only for esthetic purposes,
but also for safety, and for continuation of
service during hurricanes: Now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved by the Board of County Commis-
sioners of Dade County, Fla., That this board
endorses in principle H.R. 10518, 10514, and
10515, and urges the Florida congressional
delegation to support this or similar legis-
lation making it more feasible to place power
transmission lines underground. The clerk
of this hoard is directed to furnish copies of
this resolution to the Honorable GEORGE
SMATHERS and SPESsARD HoOLLAND, of the U.S.
Senate; and to the Honorable DANTE FASCELL
and CrAavpE PEPPER, Members of the U.S.
House of Representatives.”

The foregoing resolution was offered by
Commissioner Alexander 8. Gordon, who
moved its adoption. The motion was sec-
onded by Commissioner Earl M. Starnes, and
upon being put to a vote, the vote was as
follows: Joseph A. Boyd, Jr., “aye"; Alexander
S. Gordon, “aye”; Harold A. Greene, “aye”;
R. Hardy Matheson, “aye’; Thomas D, O'Mal-
ley, “aye”; Arthur H. Patten, Jr., *“aye";
Earl M. Starnes, “aye"”; Lewis B. Whitworth,
Jr., “aye”; Chuck Hall, “aye”.

The mayor thereupon declared the resolu-
tion duly passed and adopted this 13th day
of September 1965.

Dade County, Fla., by its board of county
commissioners:

Attest:

E. B, LEATHERMAN, Clerk.
By Epwarp D. PHELAN,
Deputy Clerk.

FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF MAIDEN
VOYAGE OF THE 8.8, “HOPE"”

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
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from Indiana [Mr. BrapEMAS] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, today
is a momentous day for Project Hope. It
is the fifth anniversary of the maiden
voyage of the SS Hope.

Just 5 years ago today this white hos-
pital ship sailed out of San Francisco
harbor on an unprecedented mission.
For the first time a hospital ship was
commissioned for peacetime duty under
private auspices and finances.

Many persons had advocated such a
venture, but no one actually put the idea
into motion. No one, that is, until a
Washington, D.C,, doctor, William B.
Walsh, launched the SS Hope, on Sep-
tember 22, 1960.

Two years earlier Dr. Walsh, named by
President Eisenhower to cochair the
medical committee of the President’s new
people-to-people program, decided that
his dream of a floating medical center
could best be achieved through a private
organization.

Dr. Walsh’s vision proved fo be
correct—in Indonesia, South Vietnam,
Peru, Ecuador, and Guinea—where the
direct contact of HOPE doctors and
nurses with their counterparts on three
continents not only elevated the medical
standards of the countries visited, but
also built strong bonds of good will for
the United States.

Dr. Walsh conducted his worldwide
programs through Project Hope, the
principal activity of the People-to-People
Health Foundation, Inc., of Washington,
D.C., both of which he founded in 1958,

In 2 years he raised the 31 million
dollars in contributions needed to finance
the first 10-month voyage, obtained sup-
plies and equipment donated from Amer-
ican industry and recruited volunteer
doctors who would serve HOPE for 2
months without pay.

With the mothballed U.S.S. Consola-
tion loaned to Project Hope by the U.S.
Navy and renamed the SS Hope, the vet-
eran hospital ship headed to southeast
Asia. The success of that first trip was
heralded in the press and on both floors
of Congress, as were the three succeed-
ing voyages.

Statistically, during 5 years, HOPE's
900 physicians, surgeons, dentists,
nurses, and medical technicians have
trained more than 3,000 counterparts;
treated over 100,000 persons; vaccinated
some 1 million children and distributed
nearly 2 million cartons of nourishing
milk.

But more important, Mr. Speaker,
HOPE has given hope and dignity to the
people of developing nations, and has
kindled warm friendships for the
American people.

Today the good ship Hope lies in a
Chester, Pa., shipyard, where it is under-
going repairs and reoutfitting. After
trips to Asia, Africa, and Latin America,
the vessel next January sails to Central
America for a 10-month mission to
Nicaragua.
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Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to announce
that when the SS Hope docks in Corinto,
Nicaragua, next year, a nurse from South
Bend, Ind., will be aboard for the fifth
time. She is Ann Roden. Miss Roden
not only is one of six nurses who have
served on all four Hope voyages, but next
year she will be the only Hope medical
staff member to have served on all five.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored to announce that this fine dedicated
young woman will be elevated to the
position of chief nurse, the top post
among the 40 nurses that serve during
the entire 10 months of a voyage.

And so, Mr. Speaker, I wish to com-
mend Projeet Hope, its founder Dr.
Walsh, and the outstanding Americans
like Miss Roden, whose dedication to the
cause of world humanitarianism has
brought great distinction to HOPE and
the United States.

IOWA’'S STAKE IN THE EXPORT
TRADE

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection,

Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER. Mr, Speaker,
I would like to call to the attention of
my colleagues in the House of Represent-
atives a speech which was made by Mar-
itime Administrator, Nicholas Johnson,
before the Foreign Trade Bureau of the
Cedar Rapids, Iowa, Chamber of Com-
merce. In this very interesting speech,
the Maritime Administrator points out
the great potential for inereasing our
exports which is found in the State of
Iowa. In cooperation with U.S. Mari-
time Administrator Johnson, I have
called a navigation conference to thor-
oughly explore possible means of step-
ping up Iowa’s role in the export trade
for November 10 in the city of Daven=-
port, Iowa.

Mr. Johnson's perceptive analysis is of
great significance to the upper Missis-
sippi Valley. Here is his excellent
speech:

Iowa’s UNTILLED OPPORTUNITY
(By Nicholas Johnson, Maritime Administra-
tor, U.S. Department of Commerce)

“You know we began this Nation as a
world of traders, and we still are. It re-
mains surprising and even shocking that
about 80 percent of our business firms have
never yet entered into foreign trade. I think
this represents a great wasteland of untilled
opportunity that is open. I hope that over
the next 10 years we can increase three-
or fourfold the number of American shippers
who send goods abroad,” President Lyndon B.
Johnson, remarks at swearing in ceremony
for Federal Maritime Commission Chairman
Harllee and Commissioner Day, White House,
July 20, 1965.

There is one industry upon which the
g'rowth of Iowa's economy dependa more than
any other. Do you know what it is?

Corn? Livestock? Many easterners think
there's nothing else here. And there was a
$1 billion crop recently—=860 million bushels
at over 80 bushels per acre. Iowa ranks
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first in the Nation in cattle and hogs and
second in chickens and eggs.

Manufacturing? Iowans, of course, know
that Iowa increasingly is becoming an in-
dustrial State. Alcoa, Du Pont, Firestone,
Monsanto, Procter & Gamble (to name a
few of the 100 of America’s top 500 corpora-
tions with Iowa plants) also know this is
true. In fact, during one recent 16-month
period over 8,300 industrial jobs and 800
plants were created in the State. In 1 year
alone, the chemical industry is reported to
have spent over $140 million for new manu-
facturing facilities. Today not one of Iowa’s
99 counties has fewer than five factories.
These include an aluminum plate rolling mill,
cellophane plant, and washing machine in-
dustry which are among the world's largest—
to name but a few of the plants and fac-
tories beginning to take over the cornfields
and run Iowa'’s manufacturing output up to
something over $7 billion annually.

Some might say Towa’s most important in-
dustry is education. No one of Iowa's 66,000
students needs to travel over 50 miles to find
one of the State’s 49 college campuses. Iowa
ranks first in the Nation in functional lit-
eracy; 97 percent of its high school graduates
score in the top half of the American col-
lege testing program. Iowa State at Ames
turns out more engineering students than
any other institution west of the Mississippl.
Paul Engle at the University of Iowa at Iowa
City attracts from all over the world students
who produce more award-winning poetry and
novels than those at any other university—
to name but one of the university’s areas
of international renown. The State ranks
third in the Nation in the total number of
Ph. D.'s awarded annually per million popu-
lation.

Agriculture, manufacturing, education—
each is important to Iowa’'s present economic
condition and future growth.

But if I were asked to select the industry
upon which Iowa's future economic growth
is most dependent it would be another:
transportation.

Yes; transportation.

Peter Drucker, one of America’s outstand-
ing management consultants, says in his re-
cent book “Managing for Results” that many
manufacturing companles invest far too
much of their talent in trying to cut plant
costs. If they would examine their total
cost picture, Drucker says, they often would
find a greater opportunity for cost cutting in
transportation and warehousing.

The same point can be made for the en-
tire national economy. Roughly 20 percent
of our entire gross national product—about
$120 billion—is spent on the transportation
of goods and people from one place to
another.

Transportation. That’s the business the
Maritime Administration is concerned with,
specifically, the shipping business. Ships
become relevant only where they are cheaper
or faster or safer or provide better service.
Today they are a useful part of our total
transportation system. They will continue
to be—but only so long as they continue to
be cheaper or faster or safer or provide bet-
ter service.

As Maritime Administrator, and as an
Jowan, I would like to reflect on the im-
portance of shipping to Iowa.

The Foreign Trade Bureau of the Cedar
Rapids Chamber of Commerce may not real-
ize what a select group of American busi-
nessmen are in its ranks. Only one-fifth of
the firms of this country engage in over-
seas commerce. You gentlemen are among
that small, adventurous and profiting band.
I am especially pleased that in my own home
State, 20 miles from my native Iowa City, al-
most as far from the oceans as it is possible
to be in this country, you gentlemen are
interested in expanding your markets abroad

In 1963, $243 milllon worth of export goods
left our State, including $74 million in food
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products, $44 million in electrical machinery,
and $96 million in other machinery. Cedar
Rapids is one of the largest exporting cities
in the Middle West.

Up to the present time Iowa's corn and
soybean production has made its way into
international commerce in a big way. The
Agency for International Development and
its programs abroad encourage further ex-
pansion In the shipping of agricultural prod-
ucts, and Iowa should have a significant
concern in the success of U.B. efforts to
market these commodities overseas.

A stake in the U.S, export trade—such as
Iowa has—Iis a stake in the development of
an efficient and capable U.S. merchant ma-
rine. Lower costs in transportation can
mean lower selling prices abroad. This in
turn means wider markets, greater volume,
higher profits, and more jobs. Reduced
costs and improved service in transportation
affect the welfare of your companies and
the economic health of our country far out
of proportion to the accountant's entry in
your books or an economist's estimate of
the “transportation account” in our gross
national product.

What could Iowa's exports have been last
year if, for example, all transportation costs
had been one-half of what they were?

Both Iowa and the Maritime Administra-
flon have a stake in more efficient ocean-
borne commerce. With the over $300 mil-
lion in subsidy that the Maritime Adminis-
tration pays out in maintenance of the
merchant marine every year, and the com-
parable amount that Iowa has in foreign
commerce, our combined investment in ex-
port trade is high. It makes good business
sense to protect that investment by insuring
that our transportation essentials are in
good working order.

Iowa and the Maritime Administration
should seek to find ways of developing an
efficient, low-cost, fast, integrated trans-
portation system. Let us consider trans-
portation as a resource as fundamental to
human soclety as water and electric power.
Ideally, the ultimate, theoretical goal of a
well-functioning economy should be to have
goods immediately available to any willing
buyer at any given place—and at the mini-
mum possible increase over the factory
price. We might describe our goal as “in-
stantaneous, ubiquitous transportation at
an ever-diminishing cost.”

Isn't our present transportation system
simply an attempt to come as close as possi-
ble to that goal, and along the way to find
the optimum combinations of speed, service,
and cost of dellvery for each product?

How are we doing in developing economi-
cal transportation? Omne hundred twenty
billion dollars of the economlic power of this
country is involved directly or indirectly in
moving the raw materials and finished prod-
ucts of Amerlcan industry from one place
to another. Even the most wealthy nation
cannot afford to put such vast sums of
money to any but the most productive use.

Let’s speculate. Suppose we developed an
integrated transportation system that
allowed half of this $120 billlon to be re-
leased for more productive use. What would
Towa's share of this $60 billion “transporta-
tlon cut” be? But the more relevant ques-
tion is: What is Towa's share of the conse-
quent economic expansion going to be? For
although the first beneficiaries of the cut
would be the transportation-related indus-
tries—shippers, importers, and exporters—
the benefits of increased sales in new mar-
kets, production, profits, jobs, wages, and
availability of goods would quickly affect
everyone, :

Iowa has a large transportation network:
well over 100,000 miles of roads; it ranks
fifth in the Nation in lighted alrports;
fourth in rallroad trackage (there is no
point in the State over 13 miles from a
rallroad).
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What is often forgotten is the role of wa-
ter transportation. The same river which
brought Marquette and Jollet to Towa in 1673
is responsible for the establishment and
growth of 12 of Iowa's eastern industrial
cities—cities with 83 barge terminals, With
the 9-foot channel Missourl River project,
Iowa—+the only State in the Union bounded
by two navigable rivers—will have water
transportation to Sioux City for the first
time, Each transportation mode is essential
to Iowa—as is research and investment in
their continued improvement. But 1t is
natural that I should choose especially to
emphasize Iowa’s Increasing dependence
upon ocean transportation and thus her ris-
ing interest in the problems confronting the
American merchant marine,

Granted that those of us concerned with
improvement in ocean transportation agree
that measures should be taken to increase
the productivity and economy of the system,
what specific work has been done so far to
meet this need? The Maritime Administra-
tion, in association with various private
organizations, has taken or is considering
(1) advances in contailnerization, with rail-
truck integration as a major efficlency boost;
(2) a proposed new system of barge-carrying
ships, increased utilization of bulk loading,
(3) an attack on the paper barrier posed by
the some 76 documents often necessary to
get export cargo through the export magze.

Each of these fresh approaches is poten-
tially beneficlal in the export business. Let
us take a closer look at the proposals in turn
and determine how each one may be advan-
tageously applied to your concern,

Containerization is a primary hope for a
new integrated high-speed transportation
system from manufacturer to consumer, If
a product can be packaged so as to take ad-
vantage of the uniform accommodations of
the new container fruck-rail-ship system,
cost savings can be dramatic. They are al-
ready proving out.

If you are a shipper with a large door-to-
door volume, container may be the cost saver
and the sales expanding technique you need.
Savings are easy to point out: less danger of
pilferage or breakage, lower packaging costs,
easler transfer between modes of transporta-
tion (railroad to ship to truck, for example),
lower insurance rates and, of course, substan-
tially reduced handling costs.

‘While containers may not be less expensive
on all counts than conventional shipping
methods, it is as a part of an overall distribu-
tion complex that they bring the greatest
savings. Distribution costs loom over the
exporter on internationally competitive
goods as the ‘“make or break” aspect of
sales.

For certain types of shippers, the container
savings will be even more significant. In a
recent study of the cost of transporting mili-
tary subsistence from a U.S. inland depot to
Goose Bay, Labrador, the average cost differ-
ential between packing the goods for domes-
tic use or export was about $12 per measure-
ment ton, Sheathed unit loads or contain-
ers, it was found, gave the needed protection
to permit domestic packing standards and
allow savings of more than a third of the
average export packaging costs.

We can extend the application of stand-
ardization and its efficiency to other areas of
the export business as well. If we have
standard cargo holds aboard ships designed
especially to stow standard contalners, we
have efficient, economical use of space, and
appreciable savings to the shipper and the
operator. The Maritime Administration has
encouraged the development of more efi-
clently designed, all-purpose cargo ships,
suitable for carriage of both containerized
and conventional cargo. The industry's re-
sponse has been encouraging. Work has al-
ready begun by American Export Isbrandtsen
Lines toward the world's first international
container-ship service. The converted ships
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will carry 738 containers, with a net con-
tainer capacity of 812,000 cubic feet. This
Increased shipping capability is a major step
toward the integrated transportation system
we look forward to: A system of door-to-door
service from our factories to the buyer over-
seas.

Other proposals for increased productivity
in shipping have. included barge-carrying
ships. This system opens up possibilities for
countless towns on lakes and rivers flowing
to the ocean to become a seaport, for barges
can be preloaded inland at the exporter’s
plant, and floated down a river, canal, or lake
to a central pickup port such as New Orleans
or Chicago.

Each of Iowa's Mississippl and Missouri
River cities is a potential ocean port once the
barge-carrying ship proposal becomes reality.
Barges will be loaded and unloaded in Iowa's
cities, floated down the rivers, loaded on to
the barge-carrying ships, and carried over-
seas. Jowa's total of 15,000 miles of rivers
and streams might very well add other ocean
port Iowa citles to this system.

Barge carrlers would greatly increase the
economic feasibility and practicality of
container shipping from Iowa to foreign mar-
kets. While not all cargo out of the Midwest
is suited for container loading there are pos-
sibilities that Iowa exports such as corn,
soybeans, vegetable olls and fats, and feeds
can be containerized.

On trade route 13, gulf coast to Mediterra-
nean, last year, bulk carrier records show that
we exported 300,960 tons of soybeans—but
none on U.S. ships; 195,640 tons of animal
feeds—but none on U.S. ships; 20,545 tons
of vegetable oils and fats—but none on U.S.
ships.

Obviously, both Iowa and the United States
would benefit if these cargoes were carried
by a competitive U.S. bulk fleet. An efficient
fleet means savings to you.

It means service in time of emergencies.

It brings protection from foreign rate
hikes.

It further benefits the economy of your
country through balance of payments,

The bulk-carrier fleet offers great economic
potential. It will require development and
support—and it is very much in your inter-
est, as cost-conscious businessmen, that you
becr?me an active part of that essential sup-
port.
But this carries us only as far as a loaded
ship ready for departure. To get the cargo
out of the port, the exporter runs smack
up against what has been for many years one
of the major difficulties in export cargo op-
eration—the “paper barrier,” This is the
mountain of decuments necessary to get the
ship's cargo past the official checkpoints.

On the basic form for ocean shipping, the
bill of lading, the shipper is required to glve
& variety of information such as destination,
conslgnee, weight, a description of goods,
etc. This sounds simple enough, and it
should be.

Once more, however, there Is the problem
of lack of standardization. There are 300
variations of the basic documents used in the
United States alone, and perhaps a like num-
ber in other parts of the world. They vary
not only in layout and in necessary informa-
tion; they differ widely in size, shape, and
color. Purthermore, each one requires a
varying number of typing operations to com-
plete.

The Maritime Administration, working in
cooperation with other Government agencles
and with industry, has taken the first step
toward breaking the paper barrier. With
the possibility that 76 different combinations
of forms may be necessary, it was obvious
that the widespread use of a standard short-
form ocean bill of lading could be a major
breakthrough.

As a result of these efforts, a master dupli-
cator form has now been developed, with
eight related forms compatible with it. The
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master can be filled out in a single typing
operation, and the other documents quickly
reproduced from it by many of the office
machines presently in common use.

Early estimates by shippers and carriers
appear to promise spectacular results from
use of the new system when one considers
that at the present time, on the New York to
Southampton route, cargo frequently arrives
at the dock before the paperwork is
completed.

This is only one example of President
Johnson's leadership in the drive to cut red-
tape, reduce unnecessary Government regu-
lation of business, and economize Govern-
ment operatlons.

The savings anticipated through a docu-
ment simplification program will only be
possible through wide U.S. exporter accept-
ance. Your support of the program can niean
time and dollar savings and a wider volume
of sales, made possible by lower costs and
faster delivery. The savings are possible—to-
day—and as businessmen you should make
it your concern to see that they become a
reality.

So far we have discussed standard contain-
ers and standardization of documentation for
more efficient cargo fiow. Once this has been
achieved, the businessman can add one more
plus to his overseas sales program: the adop-
tion of the standard guotation used in inter-
national trade.

This standard quotation is the CIF (price
of goods—“cost’—including insurance and
freight) quotation, used by businessmen in
nearly every other country in the world. Yet
80 percent of Ameriean businessmen quote
f.0.b. (free on board—or cost without insur-
ance or freight at the U.S. dock) prices.
Why the disparity? And does this difference
make a difference?

Let us look at the background of the prac-
tice. After World War II, American export-
ers could more or less dictate the terms of
their overseas sales. With the worldwide
economic resurgence of the 1950's, the com-
petition in foreign commerce has stiffened.
The American exporter now must meet the
demands of his customers, and the prices of
his competitors.

A major service he can extend to the for-
eign importer is the quotation of CIF rather
than f.o.b. rates on his commodity. The
citing of f.0.b. rates means that the importer
must go to the trouble of arranging for his
shipment to be delivered from the exporter’s
port. When a foreign businessman receives,
say, five quotations, four CIF and one Amer-
ifcan f.o.b.,, he may very well simply save
himself the headache, and buy from an ex-
porter with the CIF quotation. Thus CIF
is more than a service. It is a major deter-
minant of who gets the trade. It can mean
the difference between a sale and no sale.

In the quotation of CIF rates the American
exporter can gain certain advantages If he
chooses American business partners. There
are, as you know, three major areas involved
in the oceanborne commerce business before
the importer takes delivery of the goods:
banking, insurance, and shipping. The U.S.
businessman can protect his investment by
being certain that he has control over every
part of the transaction. American Interna-
tional banks can glve the shipper the benefit
of their years of experience in ascertaining
credit ratings of importers; by designating
an American underwriter, he can keep track
of the goods and any claims much more
easily than otherwise, By designating
American-flag ships, the exporter can reap
the benefits of the U.S.-flag lines' knowledge
of their trade routes, their cargo handling
experience, their international trade con-
tacts, and the latest container-ship services
at rates no higher than those of foreign
ships. If the exporter is interested in quick
transit he need only be reminded that the
American merchant marine has more ships
capable of speeds in excess of 20 knots than
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the rest of the world put together. Amer-
ican companies call at ports around the
world on regularly scheduled trade routes;
you can be sure that the buyer's port is on
call.

Yes; standardization is one key to efii-
ciency and economy in the flow of commerce
from U.S. manufacturers to markets all over
the world. With standard containers and
standard documentation, the businessman
can realize benefits in dollar savings, time
savings, and sales. With an integrated, effi-
clent transportation system as a business
asset, he can designate the most efficient,
economical flow of his product, and easily
give an accurate door-to-door delivery quota-
tion.

The Maritime Administration has a great
interest in seeing this sort of good business
practice in oceanborne trade. The sea Is &
part of the highway of commerce from the
United States to consumers abroad. Savings
in shipping costs means savings to business-
men.

‘We have only begun to see what America
can do in ftransportation innovation. A
nation that can send two astronauts around
the earth at thousands of miles an hour and
bring them home safely ought to be able
to design a transportation system better
than the automobile, which imprisons mil-
lions of commuters for hours each day, and
Jjeopardizes their safety more than any other
mode of transportation. We ought not to
have to look to Japan for high-speed rail-
ways, to Sweden for new shipbuilding tech-
nigues, to West Germany for small cars, Al
America has a stake in our Nation's transpor-
tation resesrch and leadership—most espe-
clally Towa.

Only last week in Washington I went to
see what was billed as the “world preiniere
of the world’s newest and largest freight car.”
It is the Southern Railway's “Southern 100"—
an all-aluminum innovation in struecture
coupling, unloading, and suspension, as well
as size, that can carry 260 tons of coal and
dump 12,000 tons in 30 minutes. As South-
ern’s President D. W. Brosnan said, “The
car seems truly to hold great promise for
reducing transportation costs and saving
people money."” He adds to this straightfor-
ward statement the businessman’s observa-
tion, made to the coal producers, “You lose
markets—and we lose business—when it costs
too much to get coal to points of consump-
tion.” What holds true for coal is equally
true for corn, soybeans, cattle and hogs, and
all the many manufactured goods of Iowa's

- factories.

Here is but one example of what improved
transportation has meant té one section of
our country:

For years, agricultural economists have
been predicting a livestock boom in our
Southern States. This boom has been re-
tarded by the high cost of transporting feed
grains from the Midwest to the South. Re-
ecently, however, the railroads introduced the
“Big John" covered hopper car—an early
ancestor of the Southern 100—specially de-
slgned as a grain carrier with a capacity twice
that of the conventional rall car. As a re-
sult, the rates on graln in the South have
been cut as much as 60 percent. What does
this mean to the South? It will add, in in-
creased hog and cattle production, between
#3 and #4 billlon per year to that area's share
of the gross national product. Think about
that for a moment. An industry created
where none existed before, at least $3 billion
added to our economy, and the standard of
living for millions of Americans raised, all be-
cause somebody had the really rather simple
idea that a larger car might provide a more
economic way to haul grain.

Suppose, overnight, we had the equivalent
of the cost cutting made possible by the
“Big John" or “Southern 100™ in every mode
of transportation. What would it mean to
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Iowa's economic growth, to your profits?
What would it mean to America?

What would our exports be next year? Our
gross national product? How many new in-
dustries would we create? How many jobs?
What raw materials could we import we now
cannot afford? How many new export mar-
kets could we enter with finished products
suddenly competitive? How many plans to
build plants out of Iowa, or overseas, would
be abandoned? How much more car-
go would move on American ships? How
many more seamen would we need to do the
job? How many pockets of poverty would
disappear? How would the savings affect our
economic growth—in the way our tax cuts
have? (Our $120 billion transportation bill
is, after all, more than our entire Federal,
tax-supported, budget.) How much extra
leisure would come to us all?

Iowa has untapped markets the world over.
It is your business and that of all Americans
to be interested in means of cutting trans-
portation costs in order to open up new mar-
kets overseas—and to bring to reality the
President’s prediction and hope of trebling
or quadrupling our foreign commerce during
the next 10 years. It has always been char-
acteristic of the American businessman to
recognize opportunity. I am confident that
Iowa will continue to lead in America's com-
ing upsurge in transportation innovation
and overseas trade.

ATTEMPTS TO UNDERMINE U.S.
EFFORTS ABROAD

Mr. JACOBS. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Tuck] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. TUCK. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
call to the attention of my colleagues an
address recently delivered by the Honor-
able Epwin E. WrirLis, chairman of the
House Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities, before the National American-
ism Commission of the American Legion
at Portland, Oreg.

Mr., WiiLis, in this erudite and well
planned discussion, points up many of
the things which are happening now,
both overseas and at home. His state--
ments are so eurrent and so significant
in this time when our soldiers are fight-
ing abroad in an effort to block the in-
roads of the Communists and to sustain
a free world that I think every American
should read them in order to have a bet-
ter understanding of what our present
troubles are all about. Especially does
he bring into better focus the unrest
among our young people of the college
level.

Under permission to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp, I include this ad-
dress, as follows:

ADDRESS BY Mnr. WrILLIS

Officers and members of the Natlonal
Americanism Commisslon of the American
Legion, it was a pleasure for me to accept the
Invitation of your chairman, Dan O’Connor,
to address this meeting. Today I am going
to talk about attempts which are belng made
to undermine our effort to defeat Communist
aggression abroad and about the quality and
the integrity of the education on which our
survival as a free nation depends.

We are at war again today—in Vietnam.
Agaln, It 15 not a war of our own cholce.
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And it’s a nasty, dirty, and difficult war we
are fighting there— similar in many respects
to the Korean war in which we lost over
83,000 of our youth and suffered over 150,000
casualties. This war is being fought on two
major fronts—the foreign military front and
what we might call the domestic propaganda
front. Great as our military problems are in
Vietnam, we cannot afford to close our eyes
to our problems on the domestic front—
because they could have a bearing on our
military operations.

During the Korean war, there was only one
significant subversive group in this country
that tried to sabotage our effort—the Com-
munist Party. Some of the activities it en-
gaged in were treasonous.

The same situation prevails today—except
that the Communist Party is not the only
group engaging in such activity. It has the
support of many others. I would like to re-
view some of the developments that have
taken place in the last year or so which are
highly disturbing to me and, I am sure, to
you and the great majority of the American
people.

The founding convention of a new na-
tional Communist youth organization, the
‘W.E.B. DuBois Clubs, was held in San Fran-
cisco, June 1964. Since early 1957, when
the Labor Youth League disbanded, the
Communists have been without a national
youth group. In the Intervening years,
they made several attempts to establish a
new one, They failed each time. But con-
ditions in this country have changed, and
Communist strength has increased, to the
point where it could succeed in establishing
such an organization.

Several years ago, a new Communist or-

ganization, the Progressive Labor Movement,.

was formed by a small number of Commu-
nists who had been thrown out of the main
Communist Party because of their ultra-
radical views. This organization of Com-
munist firebrands has made considerable
headway in recruiting young Americans into
its ranks. At a convention early this year,
it constituted itself the Progressive Labor
Party.

At a conference on Socialism in Amerlca,
held at Yale University in February 1964,
which was attended by some 400 students,
leaders of the Progressive Labor Party suc-
ceeded in bringing about the creation of
the May 2 committee. The original purpose
of this group, which is still controlled by
the Progressive Labor Party, was to organize
demonstrations in various parts of the coun-
try on May 2, 1964, protesting the action
the United States was undertaking to pre-
vent South Vietnam from being enslaved by
communism. The May 2 committee not only
staged demonstrations in a number of major
cities on that day but, like the W.E.B. Du-
Bois Clubs, has since been doing everything
it can, by propaganda and agitation, to
sabotage the U.S. effort In Vietnam.

One of the leaders of this group, which
has concentrated on student activity, has
recently revealed that it i1s golng to try to
spread its Influence into the labor move-
ment for the purpose of doing far greater
damage to our war effort. This is what he
wrote :

“Students need not think they are power-
less to hurt the Government’'s war effort.
Every one of us acting against the war Is a
defector. But workers, a much larger seg-
ment of the population, are of more basic
importance in maintaining imperialist wars.
They manufacture the weapons of war, the
machines that make the weapons, the metal
that goes into them . They load, transport
and unload them. They are a major part
of the army. It is hard to see how a move-
ment without them could ever be powerful
enough to stop the war in Vietnam. * * *

“Production and transport workers still
occupy the central position in the economy
and will continue to do so for the foreseeable
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future. A few hundred thousand steel
workers, or auto workers, or longshoremen,
or teamsters can paralyze the entire econ-
omy, even more so with the increased de-
mands of war. Millions of salesmen, TV
repairmen, white collar workers, ete., could
not have an eqgual effect. * * *

“Because of their basic role in making the
system go, an alliance with workers strength-
ens any movement."”

The ultraradical Progressive Labor Party,
which sides with Peiping in its dispute with
Moscow, has been successful in setting up
another important front—the Student Com-
mittee for Travel to Cuba. In the past 2
years, in flagrant violation of the laws of the
United States, this group has gotten approx-
imately 130 young Americans, the majority
of them ecollege students or graduates to
travel to Cuba. While in Cuba, these stu-
dents made statements viclously attacking
the United States. They watched a moving
picture produced by the Vietcong in North
Vietnam, and cheered when, in it, they saw
an American plane shot down.

In the spring of last year, one of the leaders
of the May 2 committee set up an organiza-
tion called the Student Committee to Send
Medical Aid to the Front of National Libera-
tion of South Vietnam. This organization,
again made up almost wholly of students,
would aid the enemies of our country, the
Vietcong, even while they are killing Amer-
ican soldiers.

In the fall of 1964, the so-called free
speech movement was organized at the Uni-
versity of California in Berkeley. In Dedem-
ber of last year it staged a massive sit-in
at the university, leading to the arrest of
almost 800 persons. One of the leaders of
this movement is Bettina Aptheker, who is
also a leader of the Communist W. E. B.
DuBois Clubs. Moreover, she is one of the
organizers of the Free Student Union, which
has succeeded the free speech movement, at
the university. This union is sponsoring a
5-day student conference at Berkeley which
will open in just a few days—on August 25.
Its purpose is to form a nationwide associa-
tion of so-called free students. The Free
Student Union has already drawn up its own
bill of rights in which its members claim—
and I now gquote their exact words—‘the
right to govern our own internal affairs; to
set our own standards of conduct; and joint-
ly with the faculty to determine the form
and nature of our own education.”

It is not difficult to foresee the kind of
agitation that will develop on our campuses
about subjects to be studied and conduct to
be condoned if a national student union is
established under Communist leadership or
influence.

The Students for a Democratic Soclety 1is
a self-proclaimed radical organization which
clalms about 2,000 members, organized in 70
chapters, principally on college campuses.
This group has become extremely active on
the issue of Vietnam. It initiated the teach-
ins, and organized the April 17 March on
Washington, which was supported by Com-
munist organizations of all kinds and
brought about 17,000 persons to our Nation’'s
Capital to protest our defense of South Viet-
nam,

A so-called declaration of conscience is
now being circulated throughout the coun-
try. Sponsored by four radical paecifist or-
ganizations—the Catholic Worker, Commit-
tee for Nonvlolent Action, War Registers
League, and Student Peace Union—Iit is also
being promoted by various Communist or-
ganizations,

What is the declaration of consclence? It
is a document whose signers make five
pledges:

. First. They declare their consclentious re-
fusal to cooperate with the U.S, Government
in the effort to save Vietnam from Commu-
nist enslavement.
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Second, They encourage all those who can
consclentiously do so, to refuse to serve in
our Armed Forces, or to ask for a discharge,
if they are already in them.

Third. Those signers who are subject to
the draft, declare their intention to refuse
to serve.

Fourth. They state that they refuse, and
they urge others to refuse, to take part in
the manufacture or transportation of our
country’s military equipment, or to work in
the flelds of military research and weapons
development.

Fifth. They proclaim that they will en-
courage other nonviolent acts, including civil
disobedience, to prevent American soldiers
and munitions from reaching Vietnam.

Early this month a 4-day so-called assem=-
bly of unrepresented people was held in
Washington. The call to this assembly was
signed by a mixed group of radical pacifists,
Communists, fellow travelers, and clvil rights
activists. Originally they announced they
would invade the White House grounds if
the President did not agree to meet all the
signers of the declaration of conscience who
were in Washington for the assembly. They
also stated they would invade the Chamber
of the House of Representatives in order to
“deny that Congress has the right to declare
war in our names.” This assembly, too, won
the endorsement of the Communist Party,
the Progressive Labor Party, the Socialist
Workers Party, and other Communist and
fellow-traveling organizations. The thou-
sand or so participants in the assembly,
most of them young people, did not carry
through on their threat to invade the
grounds of the White House or the House
Chamber. They realized that the police
were well prepared to prevent them from do-
ing so.

Some of them, however, did stage a civil
disobedience sit-in, blocking White House
gates, Thirty-six were arrested. The fol-
lowing day, almost 300 were arrested when
they sat down on the Capitol Grounds and
refused to move. It was the largest mass
arrest ever made in the Capital of the United
States.

On August 12, another demonstration took
place—this time in Berkeley, Calif. Three
hundred singing, chanting agitators, most of
them In their teens and twentlies, tried to
halt a Vietnam troop train. Also on the
same day, there was still another demonstra-
tion in neighboring San Francisco. It was
held on pier 39 of the Embarcadero to pro-
test the sailing of a ship carrying military
supplies to Vietnam. This demonstration
was sponsored by the Students for a Demo-
cratic Society, Progressive Labor Party, May
2 movement and Young Peoples Progressive
Alllance of Napa Junior College, among oth-
ers, operating under the name Alliance for
Action.

Time will not permit me to go on men-
tioning other developments, most of them
relating to youth, which are very real cause
for concern. The important thing, I believe,
is to try to find out what can be done to end
this alienation which is developing among
the youth of our country.

I want to make one thing clear. I am not
concerned about the overwhelming majority
of our young people who are completely
loyal, completely American, in the best sense
of the word. It is only a minority that is
engaging in the actlivities I have mentioned.
But, even a small minority doing things like
this, feeling about their country the way
they do, is more than we can afford.

The actions of these youths cannot be
attributed to any one cause; a varlety of
factors have made them what they are.
But I do believe that if we are realistic abouf;
it, we will face the fact that we, the adults
of the country, are more to blame than they
are. Somewhere along the line, there has
been a failure in their overall education as
Americans.
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I do not believe that our colleges are rid-
den with Red professors or anything like it.
I know it is not so. But the point is that
even a few of them in some of our educa-
tional institutions are too many. And I
have been struck by the fact that most of
the young people who have been engaged
in the activities I have described have been
college students and graduates. They are
not the poor, the underprivileged; they are
not the sons and daughters of poverty-
stricken workers. For the most part, they
have had what is usually described as the
best our educational systems have to offer.

For this reason, I can't help thinking that
our educational institutions, to some degree,
have falled their students, specifically by
placing them under the influence of certain
instructors and professors whose devotion
to this country and its institutions is, to say
the least, open to question.

‘Why do I say this? Let me give a few ex-
amples of what I have in mind:

Eugene D. Genovese was a leader of the
American Youth for Democracy and the
Young Progressives of America, Communist
Party youth fronts, in the years 1846-50,
while a student at Brooklyn College. He was
also a Communist Party member, but was
expelled from the party in 1950. In recent
years he had been a member of the editorial
board of Science and Society, the Commu-
nist philosophical quarterly, and has con-
tributed a number of articles and book re-
views to it. He is currently an editor of
“Studies on the Left”, a magazine which wel-
comes left-extremist, radical, and Commu-
nist views of all types. He has also written
at least one book review for the “National
Guardian”, and has spoken at a function of
the Socialist Workers Party, the Trotskyist
Communist organization in this country,
which is on the Attorney General's list of
subversive organizations.

Two years ago, the Communist Party’'s offi-
clal monthly directive, Political Affairs, de-
nounced Genovese for his “ultraleftism.” If
he is too far to the “left” for the Communist
Party, I do not see what contribution he
can make to our educational system.

Yet, today, Genovese is teaching history
at Rutgers, the State university of New Jer-
sey. He was invited to Join the faculty in
1963 after teaching at Brooklyn Polytechnic
Institute for 5 years.

Genovese was a speaker at the teach-in
on Vietnam held at Rutgers on April 23 of
this year under the sponsorship of the Stu-
dents for a Democratic Society. In the course
of his remarks that night, he made the fol-
lowing statement:

“Those of you who know me know that I
am a Marxist and a Socialist. Therefore,
unlike most of my distinguished colleagues
here this morning, I do not fear or regret
the impending Vietcong victory in Vietnam.
I welcome it."”

Naturally, there was a strong reaction to
his remarks. Demands were made that he
be dismissed, but he was not. He remained
on the faculty and is now helping arrange
a serles of conferences featuring Soclalist
scholars, which will be held at Rutgers next
month. Inasmuch as they will feature a
number of speakers who have been highly
critical of the United States for years, it can
hardly be expected that their effect will be
to foster devotion to country on the part of
the students who attend them.

Staughton Lynd teaches history to students
at Yale University. Like Genovese, he has
written for Science and Society, spoken be-
fore gatherings held under the ausplces of
the Trotskyist Soclalist Workers Party and
is an editor of Studies on the Left. He was
one of the initiating sponsors of a memorial
tribute to the late Dr. W. E. B. DuBols, who
publicly proclaimed several years ago that
he _had joined the Communist Party, and
then renounced his U.S. citizenship to go
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to Ghana where he died after doing what
he could to help communize that country.

Following the assassination of President
Kennedy, Professor Lynd took part in the
Communist effort to clear Lee Harvey Oswald
of gulilt for his crime.

Professor Lynd has taken part in several
university teach-ins on Vietnam. At the
teach-in in the University of California on
May 22, he referred to United States actions
in Vietnam as “murder” and then made a
number of suggestions. He proposed the
burning of draft cards, refusal to pay income
taxes, the establishment of a citizens' “war
crimes commission” in Washington to re-
view American crimes in Vietnam.

He made two further proposals: that there
be a speak-in at the Pentagon and a con-
gress of unrepresented people In Washington
to protest the war in Vietnam. Both of
these proposals were subsequently put into
effect. He added that he favored civil dis-
obedience in our Nation's Capital, because
it would have “international visibility.” The
meaning of that statement is all too clear.

Other examples could be given but I
think these two are sufficient to illustrate
my point.

It is sometimes claimed that radical pro-
fessors do not use thelr classroom lectures
for propaganda purposes. As far as actual
party members are concerned, we know—
because it has been openly stated in Com-
munist publications—that they are ordered
to use their classroom instruction for this
purpose. Moreover, common sense tells us
that this 1s what they would do.

As regards others, I would like to gquote
from an article published in a recent issue
of Free Student, the publication of the May 2
committee which, as I have Indicated before,
is controlled by the ultra-revolutionary Pro-
gressive Labor Party. The activities of an
English instructor at a midwestern univer-
sity, a man I will call Mr. Blank, are de-
scribed in this article. It is quite revealing
of the manner in which some professors, in
fact, work to influence students.

“Mr. Blank availed himself of every op-
portunity, and there were many, to speak
out against U.S. aggression in Vietnam and
the Dominican Republic.

“Mr. Blank distinguished himself in an-
other respect also. The time that Mr, Blank
spent in class was only a small fraction of
the time that he spent with his students.
Mr. Blank enjoyed being with, talking with,
and working with students. Mr, Blank punc-
tured a very big hole in the wall between
the students and the faculty,

“So * * * Mr. Blank was setting a very
dangerous precedent as far as the university
administration was concerned. He was at-
tempting to undermine the cold-war
mythology which is the rationale of the
present-day university.”

Because of his efforts to influence the uni-
versity students in the above-described man-
ner, Mr. Blank was notified that he would
have to resign, or he would not be re-hired
for the coming school year. But neither hap-
pened. Students and faculty members orga-
nized a protest movement in his behalf,
They circulated petitions, planned a free
speech rally and other more militant moves.

The administration retreated. Mr. Blank
will be back at the university again next
year and, encouraged by his victory, will un-
doubtedly continue his efforts to propa-
gandize his students.

What can be done to correet this situa-
tlon? As I said before, our colleges and uni-
versities are by no means Red, but I do feel
that some of them have a rather unrealistic
view of what constitutes academic freedom.
I believe in academic freedom, and I am sure
that everyone in this room does. But we
must distinguish between academic freedom
and academic license. Academic freedom
does not include the right to use a classroom
or lecture hall for psychological warfare
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agalnst the United States, for inciting our
youth to sabotage U.S. foreign policy and
violate the laws of this land.

I believe that many educational adminis-
trators would be more firm and forceful in
eliminating guestionable professors if they
felt confident the American people would
support them. Too often it happens that
when they do act, a storm of agitation and
protest is raised by Communist and radical
student organizations and a certaln seg-
ment of their own faculties. The great ma-
jority of the people who support the action
taken, do and say nothing. The adminis-
tration feels alone and outnumbered. It
caves in to the pressure of the leftist agl-
tators.

Some years ago, we faced a somewhat simi-
lar problem in this country. It had to do
with the failure of our educational institu-
tions to provide instruction about commu-
nism to the students of America, principally
on the high school level. The American
Leglon saw the seriousness of this problem
and took commendable action. It got to-
gether with the National Education Associa-
tion, which represents some 900,000 high
school teachers and administrators, formed
a special committee, and drew up, jointly
with the NEA, a pamphlet entitled “Teach-
ing About Communism: Guldelines for
Junior and Senior High School Teachers.”
This pamphlet has been most helpful, it has
played a significant role, in promoting intel-
ligent instruction about communism in our
schools,

Could something along the same lines be
done to help solve the problem I have been
discussing?

Our universities must remain forever free
to run their own affairs. But wouldn’t it be
helpful and reassuring for them to know that
they have the backing of responsible organi-
zations representing the American people—
the National Education Association, Ameri-
can Bar Assoclation, the American Legion,
and the American Alumni Council—in en-
forcing a policy of true academic freedom
in the best tradition, while refusing to per-
mit any professor unbridled license in this
area?

In view of the recent on-and-off campus,
in-and-out-of-classroom activities of certain
professors, could the Assoclation of Ameri-
can Universities be encouraged to draft a
statement on academic freedom and its
proper limits with the knowledge that, in
doing so, it would have the formal support
of such organizations as I have mentioned
and, if desired, any assistance they could
render?

I urge that serlous exploration of this pos-
sibility be made because, as I indicated in
the beginning of my talk, we are dealing here
with a problem that goes to the very basis of
our continued existence as a free nation. In
too many places today, in many areas of ac-
tivity, we see flagrant violation of our laws,
as well as fallure to know and comprehend
the basic principles on which our Govern-
ment is founded—the concept of the rule of
law and the preeminence of the law over
the will and whims of any individual or
group.

We can build, and are building, powerful
military forces to protect our national se-
curity—the most powerful military forces In
the world. But, ultimately, the security of
this Nation rests not on the number or
quality of our troops, guns, bombs, planes,
and ships. It rests rather on the unswerving
devotion of its citizens to the concept of the
rule of law and their loyalty to the institu-
tions and the Government created under our
Constitution.

These do not come naturally. They are the
product of education—education in the
homes, schools, and particularly, with more
and more people getting higher education,
our colleges and universities.
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We can be the best-armed Nation in the
world and go down to defeat. But we will
never be defeated If, seeing clearly the dif-
ference between academic license and aca-
demic freedom, we take steps to insure that
our youth are not indoctrinated in disloyalty,
but rather that, in all stages of their edu-
cation, they receive the best that can pos-
slbly be given them in instruction on true
Americanism.

POWERLINES AND PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. OTTINGER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, the
main thrust behind the drive to put
powerlines underground is the growing
national desire to preserve and enhance
the natural beauty of America. This is
an important goal and reason enough to
act for, as the President said in his
message on natural beauty:

We have not chosen to have an ugly
America.

There are, however, a number of other
important reasons for getting these lines
underground as quickly as possible.

Overhead lines and towers are far
more vulnerable than their underground
counterparts. My friend and distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
Florida, CrLAuDE PEPPER, has described
the effect of the most recent hurricane,
Betsy, on powerlines in the South and
Gulf States. Each succeeding hurri-
cane knocks down lines and interrupts
service just at a time when electric
power is most urgently needed. It is
worth noting that it does not take a
hurricane to disrupt electric service. A
good hard thunderstorm can tie up the
Nation’s largest Metropolitan center as
the following story from the Yonkers,
N.Y. Herald Statesman of August 30,
1965, proves:

Con Ep CLEANS UP AFTER STORM

After 45 hours of struggling with downed
and shorted powerlines, Con Edison officials
saild that Saturday morning's storm damage
had been completely repalred at 12:30 a.m.
today.

The storm, which packed winds of up to
30 miles per hour felled trees and rattled win-
dows in all parts of the county. Con Ed offi-
clals said damage was most severe along a line
running eastward from Ossining to Mount
Kisco. Areas above and below that line
were moderately hit by the storm.

A Con Ed spokesman sald that disrupted
power service to 20,000 consumers in West-
ehester was reported in the first hour after

the storm, at 3:30 Saturday morning. By
7:30 yesterday morning 1,600 consumers were
still out of power, after a 1,000-man crew
had labored through a full day.

“Every avallable man from Westchester,
and a number of crews from New York City
participated in the repairs,” the spokesman
sald.

In all 300 lines, including 17 high-power
transmission lines, 200 street wires, and 95
house-services lines, were felled by branches
falling and high wind, Additionally, 10
utility poles were broken and transformer
fuses were blown in 40 locations. Street
light service was disrupted in 50 areas.
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I share my distinguished colleagues
inability to understand why, after years
of experience and expense sorting out
the lines and putting them back up
again, no better alternative has been
gmnd or even given serious considera-

on.

Less generally appreciated is the ex-
tent to which these high-voltage wires
are a danger to the lives of citizens.

Under a headline “Three Electro-
cuted,” the Washington Daily News to-
day reported:

Telephone repairman Ivan Edler was
quickly killed by the surge of 6,900 volts when
a weight he tossed over a tree at Mansfield,
Il1l., struck a powerline. Howard Lippincott,
rushing to tear Mr. Edler away from the
wire, was killed, too. Then his wife was
electrocuted as she attempted to help.

Grim tragedies such as this are famil-
iar to all, but they are only part of the
story.

The September issue of the AOPA
Pilot features an unusually informative
and well-researched article dealing with
another aspect of this hazard, the threat
that overhead lines around airports pose
to the lives and safety of pilots. This
article is particularly important because
of the documentation it presents regard-
ing the attitudes of the utility industry
and various Government agencies. From
past experience we have every reason to
expect the utilities to be insensitive to
what they consider to be “other people’s
problems.” But the indifference of Fed-
eral agencies such as the FPC and the
FAA is harder to understand and im-
possible to justify.

I urge everyone who is interested in
the problem of overhead powerlines to
read this excellent article which, with
unanimous consent, I now submit for the
RECORD.

WHY Nor BURY POWERLINES?
(By Robert L. Parrish)

Although general aviation’s ranks prob-
ably include greater numbers of utilitarians
than esthetics, the majority can be expected
to aline with the minority on one current
national issue—that of burying powerlines.

When Presldent Johnson spoke out re-
cently against the blot created on the U.S.
landscape by overhead utility lines, AOPA
and most lght plane pilots were quick to
agree that something should be done to rid
the skies of the growing maze of those
strands. But the reasons for ridding power-
lines from view were vastly different.

To President Johnson and the architects
concerned with the esthetic aspects of his
Great Soclety, snake strung powerlines are
distasteful because of the unsightly mar
they place above the rocks and rills. To the
light plane user they represent a too fre-
quently unsighted hazard to life and limb.

The number of pilots who have found
themselves ensnared by power or telephone
lines before crashing to death or injury over
the years cannot be easily calculated, but
it is no mean number, Those who have un-
dergone the heartstopping experience of col-
liding with the unseen but death-laden
cords on takeoff or landing and who have
lived to recount that terrifylng instant can
be found at any alrport. Statistically, the
powerline problem deserves more than pass-
ing notice.

In the most recent 2 years for which com-
plete reported figures are available (1962-63),
CAB records show that 293 planes collided
with utility lines or poles. These accidents
resulted in 66 deaths and 72 serious injuries,
destruction of 129 alircraft and substantial
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damage to 164. Although CAB's figures
show that the majority of these accidents
occwred in flight—indicating that they may
have been the result of agricultural opera-
tions, or unwarranted low flying—a review
of specific accident reports reflects that a
slzable percentage of powerline entangle-
ments occur during takeoff and landing
phases of flight.

It is more than a little probable that re-
portable powerline mishaps represent only
a small portion of those that actually oceur.
At a small rural airport near Washington,
D.C., for example—which, incidentally, of-
fers an excellent turf runway—nine pilots
have tangled with a four-strand pole line
that blocks one end of the runway. Only
two of those accidents resulted in reportable
damage or injury, but it is a safe bet that
all pilots involved emerged with a few new
gray hairs. And they have shelled out an
estimated $1,500 as a penalty for “trespass-
ing” into the midst of those almost invisible
strands of wire,

Since 1939, AOPA has waged a continu-
ing fight to bring about the burial or re-
moval of powerlines adjacent to alrports,
but with scant success, A study of the 1965
AOPA Airport Directory indicates that they
are more numerous today than ever before.
Out of approximately 8,300 hard-surface
landing places in the 50 States, 2,366 list
utility lines or poles as runway obstructions.
Because the presence of such potential death
traps is hardly a matter to boast of, it is likely
that even more of the spidery sinews lurk
in airport approach and departure paths.

Another factor that makes that 2814 -per-
cent obstruction figure appear conservative
is the explosive infringement of suburbia
on previously rural locations of some air-
ports. Approaches and clear zones that may
have been unobstructed by manmade haz-
ards yesterday might today be liberally clut-
tered by the electrical webs that accompany
demographic shifts.

In many locations, according to the Flight
Safety Foundation, farsighted and public-
minded utility companies have marked some
lines considered potentially dangerous to air-
craft. But In many more, the attitude seems
to be “Let the flyer beware.”

Until wires are marked by attention-com-
manding discs or made more visible by some
process in original manufacture, the founda-
tion belleves, telephone and powerlines will
remain the hidden quantity capable of down-
ing an aircraft, sometimes as surely as if it
had been shot from the skies. In AOPA’s
opinion, burial of lines in the vicinity of
airports is preferable to marking.

Depressingly, until the President’s recent
fixation on natural beauty, there appeared
to be little that could be done to impede
the lvy-like spread of powerlines in the vi-
cinity of airports, A few years ago, for in-
stance, when the Potomac Electric Power
Co. announced its intention to erect a high-
voltage transmission circuit near Freeway
Airport in Mitchellville, Md., FAA’s Obstruc-
tions Evaluation Branch determined that it
would constitute a definite hazard to the
more than 100 aircraft based there and to
transient traffic using the field.

Too bad, responded PEPCO, but that's the
most economical location for our line. And
that Is where it went up. AOPA sought to
intercede in the case, claiming that FAA
had the authority to prevent construction of
such a hazard, FAA’s Office of General Coun-
sel, however, didn’t see it that way and de-
cided that nothing further could be done.

The issue of overhead powerlines as ob-
structions to airport approaches has been
a discouraging one to AOPA and other or-
ganizations in countless gimilar cases. In
the late 1940's AOPA mounted a fullscale
drive to eliminate

It was pointed out that the potential d!.amp-
tion of service and increased maintenance
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costs posed by highlines near airports should
be as distasteful to utility company offi-
clals as the hazard created by such struc-
tures was to the general aviation industry.
Only in rare instances were those pleas even
acknowledged by the omnipotent utility
company czars,

When—as happened more than infre-
quently—one of the metal webs claimed the
life of an airman or put his plane out of op-
eration, AOPA flooded the community con-
cerned with posters, boldly captioned: “Bury
the wires * * * not the pilot.”

In a few cases such postmortem, graphic
pleas resulted in aroused public indignation
that drove the powerlines underground or
to new locations. All too frequently, how-
ever, the campaign met with more powerful
propaganda from the utility companies and
public indifference on the part of all except
family and friends of the departed pilots.

The question of legal liability in collisions
with powerlines is becoming more unsettled
as Increasing numbers of such accidents oc-
cur. A few years ago, the pilot was generally
held liable for any damage inflicted on the
metal threads. Wear and tear on him and his
plane were unfortunate but not compensable
through the courts, because obviously he was
the trespasser who violated the stationary
and therefore innocent powerline.

More recently, however, the scale of justice
seems to have tilted the other way. Two Cali-
fornia cases tested the theory of “absoclute
Uability,"”” meaning the pllot must pay for
damage to powerlines, regardless of cilrcum-
stances., In one of these cases, the power
company sued to collect damages from a pilot
who had struck its line, The court refused
to render such a decision, pointing out that it
was up to the utility company to prove to
the court’s satisfaction that destruction of
the wires was caused by negligence of the
pllot.

Insurance companies have pointed to that
ruling with increased regularity and almost
uniform effect in States that are not saddled
with “absolute liability” statutes. In those
States In which such outmoded laws still
exist, strong efforts are belng made to remove
them from the books

Through the com;iuutng efforts of AOPA
and others, the Federal Power Commission
appears to have reluctantly faced up to the
extent of the problem and the need to do
something about it, even before the Presi-
dent’s pronouncement on natural beauty. In
its two-volume National Power Survey 1964,
the Commission acknowledged that “Public
insistence for placing (power) lines under-
ground is increasing., Remarkable strides are
being made toward reducing the cost of un-
derground facilities. On one system, the ex-
tra cost In new (housing) developments as
compared with overhead service ls one-fifth
the excess cost required in 1047.”

Earllier an advisory committee to the FPC
had claimed peevishly: ‘“For appearance rea-
sons, utilities are being subjected to increas-
ing pressures to place their facilities in un-
economic locations, to install them under-
ground, or to use more costly types of above-
ground construction, If they are to continue
in the future to supply adequate and rellable
service at low rates, solutions must be found
to this problem.

“On the part of public authoritles this re-
quires that they recognize the public interest
in the economiecal distribution of electricity
and resist the pressures from minority
groups and speclal interests to force utilities
to use uneconomical locations and forms of
construction.”

In another portion of the National Power
Survey 1964, it is stated: "In some circum-
stances burled cables are advantageous, but
the usual cost is 6 to 10 times that of over-
head circults.

“Likewise, there are technical limitations
on the use of high voltage underground
cables * * * and it is wuncertain as to
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whether present technologies allow for ade-
quate insulation at * * * high voltages.”

Nonsense, says Stanley Hiller, Sr., of
Berkeley, Calif, An aviation pioneer who
built his first plane in 1910, a noted business
leader and inventor, he has waged a long
and bitter feud with utility companies that
claim underground transmission and distri-
bution of electricity is more costly and prob-
lem-laden than overhead lines, To the con-
trary, Hiller said, underground cables can be
laid at just two-thirds the cost and in one-
third of the installation time for all utilities
that overhead systems require. And the
state of cable protection technology today
is such that continuing maintenance costs
will be greatly reduced by underground in-
stallation,

After retiring from the business world
some years ago, Hiller decided to develop
famlily land on the hills overlooking Oakland,
Calif,, as a housing area. He was adamant
that the view of San Francisco Bay and sur-
rounding cities would not be marred by un-
sightly powerlines and devised a system to
consolidate utility cables underground. He
set up a corporation, Coordinated Utllities,
that provides installation franchises and
engineering consultation on the subject.
Since 1962, he has spoken widely on his
single-trench system, with winning results.
Community planners in various parts of the
country are beginning to awaken to the fact
that they have been hoodwinked for years
by the power lobby's pressure tactics and
reluctance to change.

When President Johnson last February
dellvered to Congress his message on
preservation of natural beauty, the previously
impervious power trust was shocked to its
highest strands. He announced his inten-
tion of calling a White House Conference on
Natural Beauty in mid-May, one subject of
which would be discussion in depth of under-
ground- installation of utility transmission
lines.

“It is my hope that this conference will
produce new ideas and approaches for en-
hancing the beauty of America,” Johnson
saild. “It will look for ways to help and
encourage State and local government, in-
stitutions and private citizens, in their own
efforts. It can serve as the focal point for the
large campaign of public education which is
needed to alert Americans to the danger
to their natural heritage and to the need for
action.”

Just recently, Johnson got the opportunity
to examine the other side of the coln—that
of the hazard posed to flylng by powerlines.
In mid-July, a military helicopter making a
reconnaissance flight over the area around
the weekend White House at Johnson Clty,
Tex., preceding the President's arrival, hit
a powerline and crashed. A Secret Service
man aboard the 'copter was uninjured, but
the pilot and copllot sustained minor in-
juries and the craft was washed out.

The President’s pitch for scenle beauty
alone was enough to command rapid action.
In May, Federal Power Commissioner Joseph
C. Bwidler announced the establishment of
a national power survey Industry advisory
committee on underground transmission.
The committee, comprised of representatives
from 10 public utilities companles, was
charged with investigating and preparing a
report on the “state of the art” of under-
ground transmission. Its report, to be com-
pleted within the next 2 years, iz supposed
to include an outline of the technical and
economic problems involved; progress in
overcoming those problems; and recommen-
dations for accelerating research and devel-
opment on the subject.

An argument put up by the power com-
panies against undergrounding of utilities
is that not enough research has yet been
done to prove that underground transmission
is either economically or technologically
feasible. Yet, interestingly, a recent con-
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ference of the Institute of Electrical and
Electronic Engineers brought forth some 25
separate papers dealing with recent progress
in undergrounding of utilities.

Chaired by Harold A. Peterson, head of the
University of Wisconsin Electrical Engineer-
ing Department, the committee held its first
meeting on May 19. Task groups were des-
ignated to report at a second meeting on
June 23 on preliminary data being collected
for an initial report, due to be drafted this
month, Unfortunately, according to sources
within the FPC, the early blush of enthusi-
asm that attended the urge to preserve nat-
ural beauty already seems to have lost much
of its luster.

FPC employees who staff the project re-
portedly regard 1t as a low-priority item and
expect the report—if and when it is com-
pleted—to merely gather dust on obscure
library shelves.

With an opportunity presented now for
the first time of possibly throttling the
unbridled spread of these manstrung ten-
dons of potential aeronautlieal disaster, AOPA
is taking a firm stand behind the preserva-
tion of natural beauty through elimination
of overhead powerlines. The lives, health
and planes of general aviation pilots that
may also be preserved or lengthened thr
such action are more than just incidental.

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE RE-
PUBLIC OF MALI ON ITS INDE-
PENDENCE DAY

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr, Speaker, the
Republic of Mali celebrates the fifth an-
niversary of its independence on the 22d
of September.

This vast landlocked country, located
in the heart of former French West
Africa, is a nation of brave and inde-
pendent peoples who can trace their an-
cestries back to the great Mali Empire of
the 13th century.

Once & quiet pastoral nation of farm-
ers, fishermen, and herdsmen, Mali has
begun to tackle the long climb toward
modernization. Long self-sufficient agri-
culturally, Mali has begun new efforts,
through the Office du Niger, to i.ntensjw
cultivation and increase the stock of
those agricultural surpluses that will en-
able her to build an effective local food
processing industry.

Although she is making a concerted
effort to build the industrial sector of her
economy as well, it is to the credit of the
Republic of Mali that economic growth
has been expressed in terms of increasing
the prosperity and well-being of the
Malian people. In fact, in the realm of
labor legislation and social welfare,
Mali’s accomplishments are equal to
those of many nations which would oth-
erwise be considered much more de-
veloped.

Although it has only been 5 years since
the people of Mali received their inde-
pendence from France, the efforts that
they have already made, socially as well
as economically, demonstrate that they
possess the necessary resolution to make
the difficult transition to modernization.
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It is a pleasure for me to extend my
congratulations to the Republic of Mali
on this fifth anniversary of her inde-
pendence.

BILL TO ESTABLISH ACADEMY
ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. JACOBS. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WHITE] may extend his
remarks at this point in the REcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
have just introduced a bill to establish
an Academy of Foreign Affairs for the
United States. In this increasingly com-
plex world, virtually every department of
Government is concerned with foreign
affairs in some way. With our world-
wide mission of promoting peace and jus-
tice, of aiding other nations of the world
to become self-sustaining and inde-
pendent, it is essential that we have a
well trained diplomatic force. It is also
essential that we have an institution
where we can coordinate the advanced
studies of our foremost educational in-
stitutions in the field of foreign affairs.
The Academy of Foreign Affairs, with its
college and graduate school is intended
to provide these services to the Nation.
My bill should make the Foreign Service
of our Nation a highly respected career,
to be eagerly sought, with years of stu-
dious preparation.

Throughout much of modern history,
Great Britain and France have been ad-
mired and envied for their diplomacy.
Even when we may have disagreed with
their motives, we have admired their dip-
lomatic skills. Mr. Speaker, the bill I
have just introduced is intended to give
the United States of America diplomatic
education second to none, and a grow-
ing tradition of high attainments of
scholarship in the affairs of nations.

I would respectfully urge the earnest
attention of my colleagues to this press-
ing problem.

MEANINGFUL HOME RULE FOR THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MuLTER] is recognized for 20
minutes.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to revise and extend

my remarks and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, as the
Members of the House well know, for
many long days and hours the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Horton], the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Ma-
THIAS], the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. SickLES], and I have been engaged
in a bipartisan effort to bring to the Dis-
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trict of Columbia home rule which will be
meaningful home rule to the District.

We have just introduced a bill which
we believe accomplishes that purpose
and meets most of if not all of the objec-
tions raised to the bill due to be called
up on Monday next. At that time I will
offer the bill introduced today as an
amendment. I urge all of our colleagues
to read the bill and acquaint themselves
with its terms. We will in the meantime
send to each Member a brief explanation
outlining the changes.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr., WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
make the point of order that a quorum is
not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move &
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 317]

Abbitt Ford, Gerald R. Moorhead

Abernethy Frelinghuysen Morris
Anderson, Ill. Fulton, Tenn. Morton
Andrews, Goodell Murray
George W. Griffin Nix
Ashley Griffiths O'Brien
Baldwin Gubser O'Hara, Ill.
Baring Halleck O’'Neal, Ga.
Battin Hanna Ottinger
Belcher Hansen, Wash. Passman
Berry Harris Patman
Betts Harsha Pool
Blatnik Harvey, Ind. Powell
Bolling Herlong Price
Bolton Hicks Reld, N.Y.
Bonner Holifield Resnick
Bow Holland Rogers, Tex.
Brock Hosmer Roosevelt
Broomfield Howard Ryan
Broyhill, N.C. Joelson Schweiker
Burton, Utah Johnson, Okla. Scott
Cahill Jonas Senner
Casey Jones, Ala. Smith, Calif.
Clark King, N.Y. Smith, Va.
Clausen, Kluczynski Stalbaum
Don H. Landrum Steed
Colmer Latta Stephens
Conyers Lindsay Teague, Calif,
Curtls Lipscomb Teague, Tex.
Denton Long, Md. Thomas
Diggs McClory Thompson, Tex,
Dowdy McEwen Thomson, Wis.
Duncan, Oreg. McFall Toll
Edwards, Ci . McMillan Tupper
Erlenborn Machen Udall
Everett Mackie Utt
Evins, Tenn. Martin, Ala. Vivian
Farnsley Martin, Mass, Walker, N. Mex.
Farnum Martin, Nebr. Whitten
Findley Miller Widnall
Fino Mize ‘Wilson,
Fisher Moeller Charles H.

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 307
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum,

Without objection, further proceed-
ings under the call will be dispensed with.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the right to object.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has an-
nounced that without objection further
proceedings under the call will be dis-
pensed with. :

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I was on
my feet at the time seeking recognition.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that further proceedings under the call
be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I still
reserve the right to object.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Michigan reserves the right to object.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
ask whether or not it is the intention
of the leadership to adjourn.

Mr. ALBERT. Yes; we have only two
or three unanimous-consent requests.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Michigan yield to me?

Mr. DINGELL. Iyield.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Michigan has yielded to me.
I move that the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman
from Illinois will withhold that for a
moment——

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Michigan has yielded to
me.

The SPEAKER. I do not think the
gentleman yielded for that purpose.

Does the gentleman from Michigan
yield for that purpose?

Mr. DINGELL. Yes, I do.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I make
the motion that the House do now ad-
journ.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from Il-
linois.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that in his opinion
the “noes’” had it.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered; and the Speaker
appointed as tellers Mr. ALBERT and Mr.
ARENDS.

The House divided, and the tellers re-
po;ted that there were—ayes 58, noes
104.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER (after counting).
dently a quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 90, nays 204, not voting 138,
as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 318]
YEAS—80

Adair Devine Michel
Andrews, Dickinson Moore

Glenn Dingell Morse
Andrews, Dole Nelsen

N. Dak. Duncan, Tenn. Pelly
Arends Edwards, Ala. Plrnie
Ashbrook Ellsworth Quie
Ayres Fulton, Pa. Quillen
Bell Gathings Reifel
Berry Grifin Reinecke
Bray Gross Rhodes, Ariz
Brock Grover Roblson
Broyhill, N.C, QGurney Roudebush
Broyhill, Va. Haley Rumsfeld
Buchanan Hall Saylor
Byrnes, Wis. Hansen, Idaho Schneebell
Callaway Harvey, Mich. Shriver
Carter Hutchinson Skubitz
Chamberlain  Johnson, Pa Stafford
Clawson, Del Jonas Tupper
Cleveland Jones, Mo Walker, Miss,
Collier Keith Wa
Conable Laird Watson
Corbett Langen Whalley
Cramer Lipscomb Williams
Cunningham McClory Wilson, Bob
Curtin McCulloch Wyatt
Curtis McDade Wydler
Dague MacGregor ates
Davis, Wis. Mailliard Younger
Derwinski May
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Abbltt
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
.Anderson,
Tenn.
Annungzio
Ashley
Bandstra
Beckworth
Benmnett
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burke
Burleson
Burton, Calif.
Cabell
Cal.an
Carey
Chelf
Clevenger
Cohelan
Conte
Conyers
Cooley
Corman
Craley
Culver
Daddario
Daniels
Davis, Ga.
Dawson
de la Garza
Delaney
Donohue

Duncan, Oreg.

Edmondson
Evans, Colo.
Everett
Farbstein
Fascell
Felighan
Fisher
Flood

Flynt

Foley

rd,

William D.
Fountain
Friedel
Fuqua
Gallagher
Gettys
Glalmo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gilligan
Gonzalez
Grabowskl
Gray

Abernethy
Anderson, Il

NAYS—204
Green, Oreg.  Perkins
Green, Pa. Philbin
Greigg Pickle
Grider Pike
Hagan, Ga. Poage
Hagen, Calif. Pool
Halpern Pucinskl
Hamilton Purcell
Hanna Race
Hansen, Iowa = Randall
Hardy Redlin
Hathaway Reid, N.Y.
Hawkins Rhodes, Pa.
Hays Rivers, 8.C.
Hechler Rivers, Alaska
Helstoski Roberts
Henderson Rodino
Horton Rogers, Colo.
Howard Rogers, Fla.
Hull Rogers, Tex.
Hungate Ronan
Huot Roncallo
Ichord Rooney, N.Y.
Irwin Rostenkowski
Jacobs Roush
Jarman Roybal
Jennings Ryan
Johnson, Calif. Satterfield
Jones, Ala. St Germain
Karsten 8t, Onge
Karth Schisler
Eastenmeler Schmidhauser
Kee Secrest
Keogh Selden
King, Utah Shipley
Kluczynski Bikes
EKormegay Bisk
Krebs Slack
Long, La. Smith, Towa
Love Staggers
McCarthy Steed
McDowell Stratton
McFall Stubblefield
MeGrath Sweeney
McVicker Taylor
Madden Teague, Tex.
Mahon Tenzer
Marsh Todd
Mathias Trimble
Matsunaga Tuck
Matthews Tunney
Meeds Tuten
Mills Van Deerlin
Minish Vanik
Mink Vigorito
Morgan Vivian
Morrison ‘Waggonner
Multer Watts £
Murphy, Il Weltner
Na/ White, Idaho
Nedzl ‘White, Tex.
O'Hara, Mich. Whitener
O’Konskl Willis
Olson, Minn Wilson,
O'Nelll, Mass Charles H
Ottinger Wolft
Patman Wright
Patten Young
Pepper Zablocki
NOT VOTING—138
Denton Hosmer
Diggs Joelson
Dowdy Johnson, Okla.
Dwyer Kelly
Edwards, Calif. King, Callf.
Erlenborn King, N.Y.
Evins, Tenn. Kirwan
Fallon Kunkel
Farrsley Landrum
Farnum Latta
Findley Leggett
Fino Lennon
Fogarty Lindsay
Ford, Gerald R. Long, Md.
Fraszer McEwen
Frelinghuysen MecMillan
Fulton, Tenn. Macdonald
Garmatz Machen
Goodell Mackay
Griffiths Mackie
Gubser Martin, Ala.
Halleck Martin, Mass.
Hanley Martin, Nebr.
Hansen, Wash. Miller
Harrils Minshall
Harsha Mize
Harvey, Ind. Moeller
Hébert Monagan
Herlong Moorhead
Hicks Morris
Holifield Morton
Holland Mosher
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Moss Rooney, Pa. Sullivan
Murphy, N.¥. Roosevelt Talcott

Murray Rosenthal Teague, Calif.
Nix Scheuer Thomas
O'Brien Schweiker Thompson, N.J.
O'Hara, I1. Scott Thompson, Tex.
Olsen, Mont. Senner Thomson, Wis.
O'Neal, Ga. Sickles Toll

Passman Smith, Callf.  Udall

Poff Smith, N.Y. Ullman

Powell Smith, Va. Utt

Price Springer Walker, N. Mex.
Reid, Ill. Stalbaum Whitten
Resnick Stanton Widnall

Reuss Stephens

So the motion was rejected.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas changed his
vote from “yea” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

TEACHING FACILITIES FOR VETER-~
INARY MEDICAL PERSONNEL

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Rhode Island [Mr. FocarTyl, is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to introduce a bill that will provide
grants for the construction of teaching
facilities for veterinary medical person-
nel and establish loan funds for veteri-
nary students. Although in the past
we have provided support for training
physicians, dentists, nurses, and other
health personnel, for too long we have
neglected the needs of the veterinary
student—a no less important member of
the public health team,

Perhaps this oversight has occurred
because too many of us still regard the
veterinarian only as a horse doctor or as
someone we call on when the family pet
is sick. Of course, many veterinarians
remain true to this traditional function.
However, today’s veterinarian is also
engaged in a wide range of other activi-
ties which directly serve the cause of
public health, safeguarding the well-
being of our Nation’s human—as well as
animal—population.

Veterinarians work as meat inspectors,
assuring us of wholesome meat and poul-
try. They are concerned with the
health inspection of imported animals,
the development and testing of drugs
and biologics for both human and ani-
mal use and the care of experimental
animals used in medical studies of air
pollution, pesticides, radiation, space
travel, and the effects of biological war-
fare on living organisms.

Certainly then, as specialists in ani-
mal health, well-trained veterinarians
are essential to the life of any modern
nation. And it is estimated that twice
as many veterinarians as are practicing
today will be needed in this country by
1980. This means a total of approxi-
mately 44,000 in 15 years. Veterinarians
are needed in so many research and pre-
ventive medical areas that the present
rate of graduation from schools uf veter-
inary medicine must be substantially in-
creased.

The American Veterinary Medical As~
sociation estimates that between 1975 and
1980 the number of veterinarians will
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increase by 1,211 or only 242 a year—a
rate declining in pace with the needs of
the rising population. In 1980 even the
absolute number of veterinarians will
begin to decline. As the association has
said:

With the continued growth of the popula-
tion, incomes, livestock, products, and small
animal numbers, the outlook for the veter-
inary profession appears to be one of rapid
change and increasing complexity in the
nature of veterinary medical service.

The association suggested, and I quote:

Stronger and more effective efforts than in
the past will be needed to enlarge and ex-
pand veterinary education facilities in order
to increase the number of veterinary medical
graduates and to encourage veterinarians to
avail themselves of programs of continuing
education so as to Increase their efficiency
and achieve a higher output of services per
veterinarian.

‘The bill I place before you today is a
measure designed to help meet this need.
In its first part the bill would authorize
the appropriation of $2 million for the
fisval year beginning July 1, 19656 and
for each of the two succeeding fiscal
years for grants to assist in the replace-
ment or rehabilitation of existing teach-
ing facilities for the training of veter-
inary medical personnel; and $15 million
for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1965,
and for each of the 2 succeeding fiscal
years, for grants to assist in the con-
struction of new or expanded feaching
facilities for the training of veterinary
medical personnel.

In a project for a new school, or new
facilities in an existing school where such
facilities are of particular importance in
providing a major expansion of fraining
capacity, the amount granted may not
exceed 6625 percent of the cost of con-
struction. In any other grant such
amount may not exceed 50 percent of
the necessary cost of construction. An
additional sum of not more than $25,000
may be granted for the cost of preparing
initial plans.

Applicants for these grants must be
accredited public or other nonprofit
schools of veterinary medicine or if a
new school there must be reasonable as-
surance that the school will meet acered-
itation standards. The bill also outlines
certain other restrictions and considera-
tions in the awarding of grants under
this part.

The second part of the bill would au-
thorize the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare to enter into agree-
ments for the establishment and opera-
tion of student loan funds with an ac-
credited public or other nonprofit school
of veterinary medicine. Each school re-
ceiving Federal funds for this purpose
will be required to allocate an additional
amount from other sources equal to not
less than one-ninth of the amount de-
posited by the Federal Government.
Loans not to exceed $2,000 per student
for any academic year may be made only
to students needing such funds in order
to pursue a full-time course of study at
the school leading to a degree of doctor
of veterinary medicine. According to
provisions of the bill, loans shall be re~
payable in equal or graduated install-
ments over the 10-year period which be-
gins 3 years after the student ceases to
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pursue a full-time course at a school of
veterinary medicine.

To establish these loan funds the bill
further provides that the Secretary be
authorized $510,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1965, $1,020,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, $1,-
540,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1967, and such sums for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1968, and each of the
two succeeding fiscal years as may be
necessary to enable students who have
received a loan for any academic year
ending before July 1, 1967, to continue
or complete their education. The bill
outlines certain other conditions, excep-
tions, and consideration in establishing
these loan funds.

In considering the adoption of the
provisions of this bill, one fact should
be remembered—animal and human
health are inseparably and fundamen-
tally linked together. Throughout his-
tory man has shared with animals the
disastrous effects of epidemic diseases.
Animals are also stricken with much
the same genetic and degenerative dis-
eases as man, and therefore any finding
that may contribute to a solution of
these animal problems may be directly
beneficial to man. :

I wonder how many of my colleagues
in the House are aware of the medical
advances of the past that were based
on veterinary medical discoveries.
These include the development of the
drug used against human hookworm;
the development of a potent anticoagu-
lant drug which has helped save many
coronary victims; the perfection of a
method of anesthesia;: and the observa-
tion that insects may transmit disease
between animals and between animals
and humans—a discovery that laid the
groundwork for the conquest of yellow
fever.

Today, veterinarians are working in
at least 25 major research centers and
many smaller laboratories with other
specialists, seeking similarities between
animal and human disease. Many grants
from the Public Health Service and other
Federal agencies support veterinary re-
search in cancer, heart disease, gastric
ulcer, and other chronic diseases in an
effort to throw light on human pathology.
Veterinarians are also on the forefront
in space medicine and bioengineering.

These few examples serve to illustrate
the scope of activities in which veterinar-
ians participate. Because the achieve-
ments of the veterinarian are not famil-
iar enough to all of us, the eduecation
and training of this valuable professional
has been passed over in previous assist-
ance bills,

The provisions of the bill I introduce
here today are a sensible approach to a
significant manpower shortage we have
overlooked for too long. I have often
in the past come before this assembly
to seek its support for health manpower
training, and have subsequently been
proud of the fine record Congress has
made in acting on these proposals.

Today, I urge each of my colleagues
in the House to provide the veterinary
profession with the same opportunities
we have already provided for others in
the health fraternity. With the public-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

health team, the stakes are too high to
warrant anything but full support of all
its members. In the era of modern medi-
cine, veterinary science has come of age
in realizing and developing its wide-
ranging potential. It is time for us, too,
to acknowledge the vital role of today’s
veterinarian and to act swiftly to help
meet his needs.

PRICE SCHEDULES OF GENERAL
MOTORS

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Speaker, I have not
seen all the details, but it appears that
the General Motors Corp. in its an-
nounced price schedules for the 1966
models is living up to the hopes and ex-
pectations of the Congress and the
American consumer.

Mr. Speaker, I understand there are
reductions ranging between $50 and $100
which reflect our own excise tax reduc-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate
the management of the company for its
contribution to price stability.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. Hicks, for
Wednesday, September 22, and the bal-
ance of the week, on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. MicHEL, for 60 minutes, Thursday,
September 23; to revise and extend his
remarks and to include extraneous
madtter.

Mr. MuLTER, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. AsHBrROOK (at the request of Mr.
REem of New York), for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. FocarTy (at the request of Mr.
Jacoss), for 10 minutes, today; and to
revise and extend his remarks and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. Tenzer (at the request of Mr. Ja-
coss), for 15 minutes, September 23; to
revise and extend his remarks and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. WHITENER (at the request of Mr.
Jacoss), for 30 minutes, September 25;
to revise and extend his remarks and to
include extraneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Remn of New York) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. GROVER.

Mr. BRAY.
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Mr. ROUDEBUSH.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Jacoes) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. POWELL.

Mr. HELSTOSKI.

Mr. IrwIN in two instances.

Mr. HANNA.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

5. 1357. An act to revise existing ball prac-
tices In courts of the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judieclary.

5.17568. An act to provide for the right
of persons to be represented in matters he-
fore Federal agencies; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills and a joint resolu-
tion of the Senate of the following titles:

5.4. An act to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act to establish a Federal
Water Pollution Control Administration, to
provide grants for research and development,
to increase grants for construction of sew-
age treatment works, to require establish-
ment of water quality criteria, and for other
purposes;

5.450. An act for the relief of William John
Camphbell McCaughey;

5. 664. An act to provide for the disposi-
tion of judgment funds of the Klamath and
Modoc Tribes and Yahooskin Band of Snake
Indians, and for other purposes;

8.1111. An act for the relief of Pola Bod-
enstein; and

S5.J.Res. 98. Joint resolution authorizing
and requesting the President to extend
through 1966 his proclamation of a period to
“See the United States,” and for other pur-
poses.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills ¢f the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 1221. An act for the rellef of Betty H.
Going;

H.R.2414. An act to authorize the Admin-
istrator of Veterans' Affairs to convey cer-
taln lands situated in the State of Oregon to
the city of Roseburg, Oreg.;

H.R.4152. An act to amend the Federal
Farm Loan Act and the Farm Credit Act of
1933 to provide means for expediting the re-
tirement of Government capital in the Fed-
eral intermediate credit banks, including an
increase in the debt permitted such banks
in relation to their capital and provision for
the production credit associations to acquire
additional capital stock therein, to provide
for allocating certain earnings of such banks
and associations to their users, and for other
purposes;

H.R.4603. An act for the rellef of Lt. (ig)
Harold Edward Henning, U.S. Navy;

H.R.7080. An act for the relief of certain
individuals;

H.R. 8715. An act to authorize a contri-
bution by the United States to the Interna-
tional Committee of the Red Cross;

HR.9877. An act to amend the act of
January 30, 1913, as amended, to remove
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certain restrictions on the American Hospital
of Parls; and

H.R.10323. An act making appropriations
for military construction for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending
June 80, 1966, and for other purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. BURLESON, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on this day pre-
sent to the President, for his approval,
?lllls of the House of the following ti-

es:

H.R. 1395.
McCafferty;

H.R. 2694.
Allen;

H.R. 2026.
Giannos;

H.R. 2933.
Sung;

H.R. 3062.
Chung Ja;

H.R.3337. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Antonio de Oyarzabal;

HR.3765. An act for the relief of Miss
Rosa Basile DeSantis;

HR.3989. An act to extend to 30 days
the time for filing petitions for removal of
civil actions from State to Federal courts;

H.R.4506. An act for the rellef of Myra
Knowles Snelling;

H.R.5252. An act to provide for the relief
of certaln enlisted members of the Alr Force;

H.R.5768. An act to extend for an addi-
tlonal temporary period the existing suspen-
sion of duties on certain classifications of
yarn of silk, and for other purposes;

H.R. 5839. An act for the relief of Sgt. Don-
ald R. Hurrle, U.S. Marine Corps;

HR.5202. An act for the rellef of Cecll
Graham;

HR.5903. An act for the relief of Willlam
C. Page;

HR.6294. An act to authorize Secret Serv-
ice Agents to make arrests without warrant
for offenses committed in their presence, and
for other purposes;

H.R.7682. An act for the relief of Mr, and
Mrs, Christian Voss;

H.R.B8212. An act for the relief of Kent A.
Herath;

H.R.8352. An act for the relief of certain
employees of the Forelgn Service of the
United States; and

H.R.B8469. An act to provide certain in-
creases in annuities payable from the ecivil
service retirement and disability fund, and
for other purposes.

An act for the relief of Irene
An act for the rellef of John
An act for the relief of Efstahla
An act for the relief of Kim Jal

An act for the relief of Son

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 7 o’clock p.m.), under its previous
order, the House adjourned until tomor-
row, Thursday, September 23, 1965, at 11
o'clock a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive eommunications were taken from
fhe Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
()

1614. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting the semlannual report of
contracts for military construction awarded
without formal advertisement, covering the
pericd January 1 through June 30, 1965, pur-
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suant to section 605 of Public Law 88-390;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

1615. A letter from the Secretary of the
Treasury, transmlitting a draft of proposed
legislation to provide for an increase in the
maximum amount of insurance coverage for
bank deposits and savings and loan accounts,
to protect further the safety and liquidity of
insured institutions, to strengthen safeguards
agalnst conflicts of interest, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

1616. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chlef
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
June 2, 1965, submitting a report, together
with acompanying papers and an illustra-
tlon, on a review of the reports on Essex
River, Essex, Mass., requested by a resolu-
tion of the Committee on Public Works,
House of Representatives, adopted July 186,
1958, to the Committee on Public Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. POWELL: Committee of Conference.
HR. 8283. An act to expand the war on pov-
erty and enhance the effectlveness of pro-
grams under the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964 (Rept. 1061). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. TUCK: Committee on the Judiclary.
5. 2273. An act to render immune from selz-
ure under judicial process certain objects of
cultural significance Iimported into the
United States for temporary display or ex-
hibition, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1070). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, )

Mr. WHITENER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 1781, A bill to amend section
113(a) of title 28, United States Code, to pro-
vide that Federal District Court for the East-
ern District of North Carolina shall be held
at Clinton; without amendment (Rept. No.
1071). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 2627. A bill for the relief of cer-
taln classes of civilian employees of naval in-
stallations erroneously in receipt of certain
wages due to misinterpretation of certain
personnel instructions: with amendment
{Rept. No. 1072). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. CELLER: Committee on the Judiclary.
H.R.2653. A bill to provide that the U.S. Dis-
triet Court for the District of Connecticut
shall also be held at New London, Conn;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1073). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr, ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 7446. A bill for the rellef of
certain civilian employees and former civilian
employees of the Department of the Navy at
the Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth,
Va.; with amendment (Rept. No. 1074). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. EING of Callfornia: Committee on
Ways and Means, H.R. 7723. A bill to amend
the Tariff Schedules of the United States to
suspend the duty on certain tropical hard-
woods; without amendment (Rept, No. 1075).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 8436. A bill to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States with respect
to the dutiable status of watches, clocks,
and timing apparatus from insular posses-
sions of the United States; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1076). Referred to the Commit-
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tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. CELLER: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 8317. A bill to amend section 116 of
title 28, United States Code, relating to the
U.5. District Court for the Eastern and West-
ern Districts of Oklahoma; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1077). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. EEOGH: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 327. A bill to amend section
501(c)(14) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to exempt from taxation certain
nonprofit corporations and associations op-
erated to provide reserve funds for domestic
building and loan assocliations; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1078). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. ELUCZYNSKI: Committee on Public
Works. 8. 2084. An act to provide for
scenle development and road beautification
of the Federal-aid highway systems; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1084). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk

for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judiei-

ary. BS.3822, An act for the relief of Choy-
Sim Mah; without amendment (Rept. No.
1047). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici-
ary. 8. 343. An act for the relief of Paride
Marchesan; without amendment (Rept. No.
1048). Referred to the Committe of the
Whole House,

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici-
ary. 8. 779. An act for the rellef of Hen-
ryka Lyska; without amendment (Rept. No.
1049). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judicl-
ary. S, 1397. An act for the relief of Vasi-
leos Koutsougeanopoulos; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1050). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judiel-
ary. 8. 1775. An act for the relief of Erich
Gansmuller; without amendment (Rept. No.
1051). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi-
clary. Senate concurrent resolution 489.
Concurrent resolution, favoring the suspen-
sion of deportation of certain allens; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1052). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. MOORE: Committee on the Judiclary.
HR. 2768. A bill for the relief of Emilia
D'Addario Santorelll; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1063). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judici-
ary. HRER. 3689. A bill for the relief of
Juanita Cereguine de Burgh; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1054). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. DONOHUE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 38756. A bill for the relief of
Mrs. Panaglota Vastakis and Soteros Vas-
takis; with amendment (Rept. No. 1066).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. BROOEKS: Committee on the Judiel-
ary. HR. 4743. A Dbill for the relief of
Ralph Tigno Edquid; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1056). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. GILBERT: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. HR. 5231. A bill for the relief of
Jack Ralph Walker; without amendment
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(Rept. No. 1067). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. S. 611. An act for the relief of cer-
tain employees of the Mount Edgecumbe
Boarding School, Alaska; without amend-
rient (Rept. No. 1058). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. HUTCHINSON: Committee on the
Judiciary, 8. 711. An act for the relief of
Mrs. Hertk.a L. Wohlmuth; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1059). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on the
Judiciary. HR. 1240. A bill for the rellef
of Harry C. Engle; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1060). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. GILBERT: Committee on the Judi-
clary. HR. 2303. A bill for the relief of
Ernest J. Carlin; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1062). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 3537. A bill for the relief
of Albert Carter; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1063). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on the
Judiclary. H.R. 7667. A bill for the relief
of Donald F. Farrell; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1064). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House,

Mr. HUTCHINSON: Committee on the Ju-
diclary. H.R. 3758. A bill for the rellef of
- Mary F. Thomas; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1065). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. SENNER: Committee on the Judiclary.
H.R. 5838. A bill for the relief of Osmundo
Cabigas; without amendment (Rept. No.
1066). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. H.R. 10612, A bill for the relief of
Capital Transit Lines, Inc., of Salem, Oreg.;
without amendment (Rept. No. 10687). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 5973. A bill for the relief
of Edwin F. Hower; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1068). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 10878. A bill for the relief
of Anderson G. Matsler, senior master
sergeant, U.S. Alr Force, retired; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1069). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr, RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 3905. A bill for the relief of Bibl Daljeet
EKaur; without amendment (Rept. No. 1079).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. DONOHUE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 8135. A bill for the relief of
Jennifer Rebecca Slegel; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1080). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr, MOORE: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 5213. A bill for the relief of Winston
Lloyd McEay; with amendment (Rept. No.
1081). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House. 4

Mr. MOORE: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 66556. A bill for the relief of Pieter
Cornells Metzelaar; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1082). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr, GILBERT: Committee on the Judiciary,
HR. 6720. A bill for the relief of Ping-
Ewan Fong; without amendment (Rept. No.
1083). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ARENDS:

H.R.11204. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against income tax to employers for the ex-
penses of providing training programs for
employees and prospective employees; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FOGARTY:

H.R. 11205. A bill to authorize a 3-year
program of grants for construction of vet-
erinary medlical education facilities, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HANNA:

H.R.11206. A bill to provide for the es-
tablishment of an International Home Loan
Bank, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mrs. REID of Illinois:

H.R.11207. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
agalnst income tax to employers for the ex-
penses of providing training programs for
employees and prospective employees; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SAYLOR:

HR.11208. A bill to authorize the Becre-
tary of the Interior to enlarge and improve
the research facility near Bruceton, Pa., and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Aflairs.

By Mr. WHITE of Texas:

H.R. 11209. A bill to provide for the es-
tablishment of the U.S. Academy of Forelgn
Affairs; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. WIDNALL:

H.R.11210. A bill making appropriations
for the Delaware Water Gap National Rec-
reation Area, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R.11211. A bill to provide for the com-
pensation of persons injured by certain
criminal acts; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

HR. 11212. A bill to provide for the ac-
quisition of an official residence for the Vice
President of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R.11213. A bill to amend sectlon 301(a)
(7) of the Immigration and Nationality Act;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LANGEN:

H.R.11214. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit against
income tax to employers for the expenses of
providing training programs for employees
and prospective employees; to the Committes
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WOLFF:

H.R. 11215. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Hudson Highlands National
Scenic Riverway in the State of New York,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MILLS:

HR.11216. A bill relating to the tariff
treatment of articles assembled abroad of
products of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. GRIFFIN:

H.R.11217. A bill to amend title 28 of the
United States Code, “Judiclary and Judiclal
Procedure,” and incorporate therein provi-
sions relating to the U.S. Labor Court, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the

H.R.11218. A bill to provide for the Dis-
trict of Columbia an elected mayor, clty
couneil, board of education, and nonvoting
Delegate to the House of Representatives, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Distriet of Columbia.
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By Mr. HORTON:

H.R.11219. A bill to provide for the District
of Columbia an elected major, city counecil,
board of education, and nonvoting Delegate
to the House of Representatives, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. SICKLES:

H.R. 11220. A bill to provide for the District
of Columbia an elected mayor, city council,
board of education, and nonvoting Delegate
to the House of Representatives, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. MATHIAS:

H.R. 11221. A bill to provide for the District
of Columbia an elected mayor, city council,
board of education, and nonvoting Delegate
to the House of Representatives, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R.11222. A bill to amend the act en-
titled “An act to promote the safety of em-
ployees and travelers upon railroads by lim-
iting the hours of service of employees there-
on,” approved March 4, 1907; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WYATT:

H.R,11223. A bill to grant the masters of
certaln U.S. vessels a lien on those vessels
for their wages and for certain disburse-
ments; to the Committee on Merchant Mar-
ine and Fisheries.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.J. Res. 670. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States to provide that the right to vote
shall not be denied on account of age to
persons who are 18 years of age or older; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. REINECEKE:

H.J. Res. 671. Jolnt resolution to authorize
the President to proclaim the month of No-
vember as Water Conservation Month; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'HARA of Michigan:

H.J. Res. 672. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States to provide that the right to vote
shall not be denled on account of age to
persons who are 18 years of age or older; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

MEMORIALS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII:

368. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Nebraska,
relative to calling a convention for the pur-
pose of proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, which was
referred to the Committee on the Judiclary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BENNETT:

HR.11224. A bill for the rellef of Dr.
Pedro Raphael; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DADDARIO:

H.R. 11225. A bill for the relief of Andreas
(Andrew) Anastassiades, Mrs. Aglala Anastas-
slades, Anna Anastassiades, Stellakis Anastas-
siades, and Mrs. Anna Stylianou; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr, HALPERN:

H.R. 11226. A bill for the rellef of Hee Sook

Kim; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr:. MORGAN:

HR.11227. A bill to authorize the Hon-
orable Eugene J, Eeogh, of New York, a Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives, to ae-
cept the award of the Order of Isabella the
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Catholic; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R.11228. A bill for the relief of Vito
Milazzo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, NIX:

H.R. 11229. A bill granting jurisdiction to
the Court of Claims to render judgment on
certain claims of the Algonac Manufactur-
ing Co., and John A. Maxwell agalnst the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. POWELL:

H.R.11230. A bill for the relief of Juliana
Kovak de Lazarevic; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

271. By Mr, SCHWEIKER: Petition of the
Council of the City of Philadelphia request-
ing enactment of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion No. 465 relative to designating Phil-
adelphia as the host city for the 1976 na-
tional bicentennial celebration commemo-
rating two centuries of independence; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

272. By the SPEAKER: Petition of City
Council, Philadelphia, Pa., requesting enact-
ment of House Concurrent Resolution No.
4656 relative to designating Philadelphia as
the host city for the 1976 national bicenten-
nial celebration commemorating two cen-
turies of independence; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

SENATE

‘WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 1965

(Legislative day of Monday, September
20, 1965)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following

prayer:

Eternal Father, we come to Thee at
the beginning of our deliberations as
from the Nation’s beginning our fathers
have turned aside to seek Thy face.
Commissioned to be peacemakers for a
war-torn world, we first need a peace
within our own hearts far deeper than
the world can give—for never does a new
day find us fit for the highest service
until we have cleansed and strengthened
ourselves by communion with Thee.

We come with confession and contri-
tion. There haunt us memories of duties
unperformed, noble promptings dis-
obeyed, deeds of kindness and pity that
we have left too late, perhaps words un-
true, acts unkind, thoughts impure. The
stain of these is on us all. Make us brave
enough to bear the truth even about
ourselves and sincere enough to rise with
our dead selves as stepping stones to
higher things, with our climbing feet
upon the path of the just and our faces
bathed with the shining light that
groweth more and more unto the perfect
day.
In the Redeemer’s name we pray.
Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MaNSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
September 21, 1965, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States, submitting
nominations, were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his
secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartletf, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 1409. An act for the rellef of Louils
‘W. Hann;

H.R.1484. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Loneta Hackney;

H.R. 2578. An act for the relief of Maxie L.
Rupert;

H.R.4828. An act for the relief of Chizuyo
Hoshizakl!;

H.R.7608. An act to provide for the free
entry of one automatic steady state distri-
bution machine for the use of the University
of Oklahoma, Norman, Okla.;

H.R.8085. An act for the rellef of Harvey
E. Ward;

H.R.9351. An act to provide for the free
entry of one shadomaster measuring pro-
Jjector for the use of the University of South
Dakota;

H.R,9587. An act to provide for the free
entry of a Cralg countercurrent distribu-
tion apparatus for the use of. Colorado State
University, Fort Collins, Colo.;

H.R.0588. An act to provide for the free
entry of an electrically driven rotating chair
for the use of the Louisiana State University
Medical Center, New Orleans, La.;

H.R. 10097. An act for the rellef of North
Counties Hydro-Electric Co.; and

H.R.10404. An act for the rellef of Lt
Col. James E. Bailey, Jr., U.8S. Air Force
(retired).

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

S.450. An act for the rellef of Willlam
John Campbell McCaughey:

S.664. An act to provide for the disposi-
tion of judgment funds of the Elamath and
Modoc Tribes and Yahooskin Band of Snake
Indians, and for other purposes;

S.9806. An act to provide for the measure-
ment of the gross and net tonnages for cer-
tain vessels having two or more decks, and
for other purposes;

S.1111. An act for the relief of Pola
Bodenstelin;

S.1190. An act to provide that certain
limitations shall not apply to certain land
patented to the State of Alaska for the use
and benefit of the University of Alaska;

S.1588. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Commerce to undertake research and
development in high-speed ground trans-
portation, and for other purposes;

S.1623. An act to amend the act of August
1, 1958, relating to a continuing study by
the Secretary of the Interior of the effects of
insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, and other
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pesticides upon fish and wildlife for the
purpose of preventing losses to this
resource;

S.1764. An act to authorize the acquisi-
tion of certain lands within the boundaries of
the Uinta National Forest in the State of
Utah, by the Secretary of Agriculture;

8.1975. An act to amend the Northern
Pacific Halibut Act in order to provide cer-
tain facilities for the International Pacific
Halibut Commission; and

5.1988. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certaln real property of the
United States to the State of Maryland.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred as indi-
cated:

H.R. 1409. An act for the rellef of Louls W.
Hann;

H.R.1484. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Loneta Hackney;

H.R.2578. An act for the rellef of Maxie
L. Rupert;

H.R. 4928. An act for the relief of Chizuyo
Hoshilzaki;

H.R. 8085. An act for the relief of Harvey
E. Ward;

H.R. 10097. An act for the relief of North
Counties Hydro-Electric Co.; and

H.R. 10404. An act for the relief of Lt.
Col. James E. Balley, Jr., U.S. Air Force (re-
tired); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 7608. An act to provide for the free
entry of one automatic steady state distribu-
tion machine for the use of the University
of Oklahoma, Norman, Okla.;

H.R.9351. An act to provide for the free
entry of one shadomaster measuring projec-
tor for the use of the University of South
Dakota;

H.R.9587. An act to provide for the free
entry of a Craig countercurrent distribution
apparatus for the use of Colorado State
Unilversity, Fort Collins, Colo.; and

H.R.9588. An act to provide for the free
entry of an electrically driven rotating chair
for the use of the Louisiana State University
Medical Center, New Orleans, La.; to the
Committee on Finance.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to consider executive business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the Sen-
ator from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which were referred
to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If
there be no reports of committees, the
clerk will state the nominations on the
Executive Calendar.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
struédt;{e nominations to the Department
o 5
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